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The pid and late 1970's were characterized by the enactment of new,

major; legislative mandates in the education and emplb,yy)ment of handicapped

individuals. Public Law 94-142 and Sections 503 and 504 of the Rehabilita-

t

tion Act of 1973 have had profound effects upon educators and employers.

] . * »
In response to these mandates, a number 'of diverse programming ap-
t .

proaches anq policies have been imblemented by wvocational and special
educators’, and Vvocational rehabilitation’ pe-rsonnel at the state.a'nd local
Ievelé,. | !

. The Leaderehip Trainiﬁg ir&stitute (LTI)/VocatioﬁaI and Special Eduea-
tion was established to assist state leadership personnel in imprO\)ing and
expanding 'vocati'onal education- epportunities for\ handicapped learners.
The project is"\supported by a grant from the Division of Personnel Pre-
pargtion,‘ Off‘ice of Special Edu’catior'\,. U.s. ‘Department of Epucation.
Through the project, emergi.ng legislative issues and priorities pertail"ming
to vocatlonal_ education for handlcapped learners are addressed in regional
I‘eadershlp training institutes. By March, 1981, eightinstitutes were
conducted tﬁre'ugheet the',r\ationwaddressing ; variety of key isseles.

This 'series of. palicy papers oh éETA/VocationaI Education, Special
Educatlon, and Vocatlonal Rehabnlltatlon Linkages is a pf‘oduct of the fifth

Leadershlp Training ‘Institute which was held in Hartford, Connectlcut on

May 4-6, 1980. A comprehensive fiterature review and a small scale needs

assessment survey identified a number of major concerns in this area such’

as state planning, prograrﬁ improvement, and program 'eveluation.

a

r .
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Several recognlzed leaders in the area of CETA/VocatlonaI Education,

Special Educatlon, and Vocatlonal Rehab}lltatlon Linkages were invited to
prepare p_aper's addressing each of the major concerns that .)had been
identif\@‘g. It is a pleasure to share theee insightfuli and coéent policy
,paners through ‘the production of this volume. The LTI" is greatly in-
debted to the authors for their excellent contributions: Dr. Carole M.
Johnson, Consultant on Edgeation_ and Employment; Dr. l)\{/larc E. Hull,
Vermont State Education Department; Dr. Suean Hasazi, 'qniversity of
Vermont; Sandra Dragon and John Hanazl, 'Vermont CETO; Carol A.
Kochhor, George Washlngton University; William Eddy, U S. Department .of
Education, Office for CIVI| Rights; Barbara Dunn, Research Specnallst,

Youthwork, Inc.; Evelyn Ganzglass, Director, CETA/Education Consortium;

Y . ~
Dr.” James M. Brown ‘énd Terrence F. Kayser, Minnesota Research and

Development Center for Vocatiortal Education, Univer&ity of Minnesota; Dr.

Geerge A. Korn,' Massachusetts Departinent of Education; and ' Gregory
. ~ —

Wurzburg, * Director of Operational Research and Poljcy, Youthwork, Inc.

' Twa reviewers of this draft report provided ‘numerous helpful and insight+

RN \ ' '
ful comments: . ! N

Dr.' Michael E. Borus, Director : Dr. Rupert N. Evans, Professor
Center for Human Resource Research Department of Vocational and
.. Ohio State University Technigal Education
University of lllinois
,'Dr, Janet Treiehel, Training and Dissemination Coordinator, was’ in-
I v ., R ' . -
strumental in the production and dissemination of each of the policy paper

series. A special note of appreciation is extended to Ms. Shirley Burton

for her assistance in typiné the manuscript.

\e

L. Allen Phelps and 'Jhmes P. Greenan \ )

Leadership Training institute/ . ‘

Vocational and Special Education i .
Office of Career Development for Special Populations
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PREFACE ,
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-

CETA is becomin} an .increasingly significant service provider for

'spécial needs persons? It provides training and employment programs to

people who meet the .eligibili;cy‘criterié for individual programs. CETA
N .
participants must be economically disadvantaged,’ unemployed,’ under- .

employed, or handicapped. The prime sponsors or local authorities offer
several programs which.may include classroom training, on-the-job train-
h Y

ing, work experience, ans other employment-related and suppbrtive Ser-

- * -
_vices. , - . . o

Vocational education, 'special education, and\ vicational rehabilitation

provide similar kinds of programs and services to special needs learners.
. .

In a period o declin\ing resources for social programs it is highly advanta-
geous for these agencies to coordinate their resources ahd efforts  with
5 .

CETA./ Linkages between the agenéies and CETA can ensure that spetial
» ’

needs' learners receive appropriate vocational instruction and related ser-

» 4]

4
vices. Without linkages, these agencias may be providing duplicative

services and disjointed programs.. * ’ . ) N

The CETA/VocationaI Edt:lcation., Special Educatidn, and 'Vocational
Rehabilitation Linkages Policy Pape‘r‘Series is intended . to ‘identify and
address several of the issues that pertain to linkages between CETA and

these agencies. The topics and issues that are addressed include:

[

-

° Legislative Issues Concerning CETA/Vocational’ Educatlon,
Special Education, and Vocatuonal Rehabllltatnon Linkages.

. State Planmng for CETA/VocatlonaI Educatnon, Spécnal Educa-
tion, and’ Vocational Rehabllltatlon Lihkages. . o

j, jii B

—
C.




° Funding CETA/Vocational Education, Special Education, gnd
. . ‘Vocational ,Rehabilitation Linkages. * T

. ’

X ' ' ® Individualized Planning and Coordination.
. J o ' : N
° Personnel Development Pqgticies and Practices: Enhancing

Interagency Service of Special Needs Populations.

° _Program ‘Evaluation in CETA/Vocational Educ}a’tion, Special
Egueqtion, and Vocatio’nal Rehabilitation Linkages.

) Program Improvement and ‘Res'earch Needs of CETA, Voca=<
tional Education; Special Education, and Vocational Rehabilita-
Y tion. . '

»
’

]

~

’/'[b;ase titles do not reflect an all inclusive list of topics relating to

CET-A/Vocational Education, Special Education, and Vocational Rehabilitation

- Linkages. ' However, they do provide a basis for examining seme of the '
»

\ p) .
significant issues and concerns that presently exist.
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- Legislative Issues Concerning CETA/Vocational Education,
Special Education, and Vocational Rehabilitation

.

* Carole M. Johnson
Consultant on Education-and Employment
washington, D.C.

In‘ 1982 two major pieces of federal legislation are scheduled for
reauthorization by the U.S. Congress - the Vocational Education Act
‘(VEA) of 1963, as amended by P.L. 94-482 and the Comprehensive Emplo'y-
‘ment and Training Act of 1974. In addition, the Education forl all Haridi-
capped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142) and thg Vocational "Rehabilitation
Kct of 1973 (P.L. 93-112) are expected to receive’ attentiogn from the 97th
l’and 98th Congresses. These pieces of legislation singularly\ar.\‘d collec-
tii/ely, afford both opportunities and obstacles for the education anq
employment of handicapped persons. ) s
* .The opportunities resul'g from increased accessibility for handicapped

persons mandated in each act and broader provision of services to these

indididuals. The obstacles are essentially administrative. Some creative

-
L]

administrators in e'ducation, rehahilitation,  and prime qunsorshibs have
worked togeth‘er‘ to overcome the barriers uninterﬂionally erected among
their programs by the Iegiglétion\ O/_thers'have either b&n\unabie or’
unwilling to do so. ' )

{
This paper will examine a number of the barriers encountered in
f

administration of these acts, briefly describe twa national problems which
are becoming ‘more critical,' and identify several options for addressing‘ the
’ .

problems and barriers described. Because nheither the Vocational Education

Act ‘nor CETA were designed solely to serve handicapped individuals, the

I
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\’, -
barriers and recommendations which' follow do hot necessarily pertain solely
to this population. * o -

!
BARRIERS T(L__QOOPERATION .

>

Differehces in subpopulation definitions contained in the various
pieces of federal legislation often make coordination of services difficult at

best. Differences in ages of eligible recipients also cause considerable

admini§trative difficulties.

@ . ('- 4

~ 3
. .

The ternv "handicapped” is defined by fedéral legislation as:

¥ Education of Handicapped Children Act (121a.5)

The t;ar'm "handicapped children" means those children evaluated
in accordance with Sectio;'\ 121.a.530 to 121a.535 as being:
mentally retarded, l{ard of hearing, deaf, speech impair‘e'd,
visually handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed, ortho-
pedically impaired, other health impaired, deaf-blind, multi-

handicapped,. a.nd_specific learning disabled who because of those

. impairments need special education ‘and related services.

° Vocational Rehabilitation and Independent Living Rehabilitation

Program (Section 1361.1)

"Handicapped individual" except in Section 1361.16c, 1361.51e,
1361.52g and 1362.7 means an’individual:* (a) who has a physi-
cal or mental disability which for that individual constitutes oF
results in a substantial handicap to employment; and (b) who

- can reasonably be expected to benefit in terms of employability

a

-

S

P,
<

+. from the provision of rehabilitation services, or for whom an ™™\




extended evaluation of vocational rehabilitation potential is neces-
. . . sary to determine whether he or' she might reasonably be ex-
‘- pected to ‘benefit in terms of employability from the provision of
vocational rehabilitation ‘services; "Handicap‘ped individual," for
purposes of \‘Sections 1361. 16(c), 1361.51(e), 1361 52(g), and
1362 7 means an mdlwdual (a) who has" a physical or _menta.l
.impairment which substantlally limifs one or more major life

A

' " —~ . . ’ '
activities; (b) who has a record of “such an impairment; or (c)

.
—— e

- . . - who'is regarded as having such anh lmpalrment

e Vocatlonal Education Amendments of 1976 (Section 195)

by : ) (7) Thes term "handicapped", when applied to persons, means

\‘ persons who are mentally! retarded hard of hearing, deaf,

. speech {mpaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally
disturbed, crippled, or other health impaired persons who by
reason thereof require special education and related ‘servi‘ces,
and wno, because of their handicapping condition, cannot suc-
ceed in the regular vocational education progr;m without special

*

education assistance or who require~a modified vocational educa-

tion program.

° Comprehensive Employment and Training Act Amendments of 1978

(Section 675.4) \ , < .

‘ The term "handicapped" means any person 6ho has a mental’ or

physical dlsabl|lty§WhICh constltutes a substantial barrrer to
\

employment and cah benefit from CETA services prowdeg,.

determined by the prime sponsor. (Handicapped mdnvnduars are

not’‘required t& meet an income level requirement to be consid-

ered economically di:advantaged'provid'ed their handicap presents
| v ?

a substantial bargien} to employment)
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These definitional differepces mean that some. handicapped individuals,
particular}y those B secqndary school age, may be counted for P.L. 94-142
and CETA supported programs but not for VEA progr'amskbecause they do
not "require special education and related services" in- order to succeed in
regglabr vocational edﬁcation. (5thers may not be allowed to participate in
CETA ‘programs because the prime spon&or does not perceive that they can
benafit from CETA services. l
Further confusing the ‘{\ssue- for administrators is Section 504 of the
Rehabllltatlon Agt which prohI}nts discrimination on the basis of handlcap \
If they admit students to programs based on the Rehabilitation Act deflni
tion, then programmatic expenditures (under VEA, P.L. 94-142, or CETA)
may be disallowed because the person does not meet the eligibility raquirje-
ments' of these program laws. .

~ -~

Participation in the federally. supported various programs is also

" governeéd by tipe individuals' ages. In CETA programs, depending on the

Title k{i{er which .the program is funded, individuals may be 14 and older.

Vocational education students may be 16 and over in programs supported

LI

by the VEA. Special educatlon students must be 3 to 21. -_Rehabilitation.

clients may be 14 or older but more and more frequently, services are .

* . ~
being limited to individuals who have left secondary school ~ programs.

Clearfy, the logical aq‘proach to providing education and employment
preparatign for students ages 14 to 16 would be with funds provided by

CETA (Title IVY and P.L. 94 142; for those 16 to 21 (or secorlgary school

" leaving age) by VEA, CETA “and P.L. 94-142; for those 21 and above

through VEA, CETA, and” the Rehabilitation Act. Rather than targeting

resources on indjviduals, program funds could be allocated to providing

1
P




actual program’ coordination is”minimal.

-~

s‘ervices such as assessment, counseling, skill training, and others accord-

ingTto authorizing legislation and amount of funds available. ggueral
areas, such as Oklahoma City, are following this or a .similar procedure.
The following section, on coordina;cion, indicates why this practice is no;c
followed frequently. ) <
Coordinat{on

: »~ v . -

Partial duplication of goals and popul‘étions served by’ the .Vocational
Education Act and thé Comprehensive Efnployment and Training Act- re-
sulted in a clear I‘egi\svlative mandate for coordi.nation. The mandate for

Ed
coordination applies to all levels of government (federal, state, and local)

and cuts across several functions (planning, program\ administration,” and
research and demonstration). Both CETA and VEA specify mandates for
coordination at the national level encompassing\:chree functions. |

State level coordination is required under both CETA and VEA, and

-~

“specific channels for interaction are described. Collaboration is encour-

“aged under CETA through the set-asides that either require funds to .be

spents by vocational educatiog agencies or allow funds to be used for
coordination of vocational education and CETA programs. At the state
level, coordination requirements contained in CETA and VEA are defined in
terms of plannirig and program administration. At the local level coor?:lina-
tion requirements are essentially of a planni_ng nature. g

".Public Law 94-142 does not require significant coordination efforts at
any‘ level other than review of. state ‘plan;s by the adminisﬁ‘ati\}e agentcs at
the .state level of vocatiohal education anci special education as well as
member§hip op State Advisory Councils by a representative of handicapped

persons. Rehabilitation progf*ams, by their design as procurers as well as

praviders, of - services, refer elients "'to both CETA and /VEA programs but

. " C
Ld ' " - 1)

v . 5
% ‘

bt
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The coordination requirements anp authorizations in VEA and CETA
"3
programs do not make specific reference to programs for\handicapped
partigipants. The assumption is that these requirements and authorities

a|:4ply to all programs apd participants.and that, therefore, coordinated

programs will be provided fo_r all participants including those who are

. -
5
4 L4

handicapped. ' . Sy .

£

Some evidence ex|sts suggesting that coor*dlnated programs involving

handa‘!’ﬁfaed particlpants are evolvnng The ma)orlty -appear to be the

result of national research and development support of 21 projects under
CETA Title 11l (DOL NPSPS Report, 1979); and approximately thd” same
number under Title IV. A study of exemplary local level Vocational Educa-

. N > .
tion/CETA Coordination Activities supported by programs of national signi-

ficance under VEA revedled that 10'programs of the 111 cited provided

special efforts or a focus for handicapped enroHees (Bowers, Oglesby, &

-
-

Whitney', 1980).

. If, as Stevens (1979) suggests "current ties (between programs) 4re

.usually informal, unstable, and less than satisfactory in terms of mutual

. s, ,
program objectives" for ger?ral CETA/vocationaI education coordination

efforts, can this be any less true for handlcapped partlcipants in regular

or. separate programs? The predominately "|nformaI, unstable, and less
h ] .

T . -
than satisfactory" arrangements result in many cases from the significant
Y ‘ ‘

~

differences “between the programs. These dijfferences contribute to the

_erection of. barriers to coordination. Several of the major differences

include: s \ T

. . » . €& . o
(] Populations served. Vocational education, whether supported by

VEA or not, servesg.wide range ofiindividuals 16 and




. N .
older. . Some are ﬁandicapped, others are economically or educa-

tionally &isad\-/antaged, and still others are neither. CETA

-

serves primarily/ economically d'i§advantaged individuals with
handicapped individuals subsumed under that classification.

Some non-disadvantaged "youth are served under Title " V.

-

These differences mean that the vocational education system is

.

jrequired to serve a wider a;.ldienc_e than is CETA. The pres-
' sures on ~administ’rat‘or.s‘of bpth systems are enormoﬁs, with
‘t‘hose on the vocational administrators potentially and probably:
being mo:e' diversified. Both systems are constantly- pressure.d
to better serve more people. N ) ‘

. nt
° Governance. Vocational education programs are operated under

the auspices of state and local education agencies with~the state-

s : .
i e e = _board_ . for__vocational education determining the distribution of

L 4
federal funds in accordance with the formula requirements pre-

scribed in VEA and its accompanying regutations.

CETA programs are operated under the direction of prime spoﬁsors in
qstates and Iocalities'and'aré funded directly by the Department of Labor.
According .to Steyené (1979), in 1979 prime sponsors included "66 citiés;
180 counties; 144 consortia (cémbination of city and/or .county govern-
ment); 49 states, and territo}'ies-; 20 cities, counties, or rural areas 6per-
/ating under exceptiongl circumsta}nces, or .as concentrated employment
programs, and 1?6 Native American Organizations" (p. 4).

. CETA, then, is essentially a’ f-unction\of local government while voca-
tional edqsation, at.the local level, operates primarily as a function\ of local

substantially autonomous _ school boards (Whaley, 1980). Differences be-

tween school ‘boards, prime sponsors, governors, and state boards of

<




)
education may be conslderable wuth respect to commitment to education,

concern for CETA ellglble populatlons, polltlcal and community’ pressures,
anq philosophies toward the two systems. Further, ‘Iocal school* bo'ards are
subject to numerous state education Iaws,-regulations and policy direc-.
. tlves which may not applyvtg prlme sponsor programs Similarly, prime

S

sponsors are subject to numerous Department of Labor regulations and

~
r

policy dlrectlves which do not apply to LEAs.

] Fund Distribution

VEA funds are 'distributed to 'states based on population
size, age distributions, and average per capita income. A dpllar
-for do'IIa-r match s required for Subparts 2 and 3. Subpart 4
(Special Programs for ~tha Disadvantaged.) are 100% federally
funded. Set-aside .funds fo'r' the handicapped and disadgantaged
"may only be used to pay 50% of the excess costs for educating
thosew students in regular programs or 100% of the cost for
separate '*pr‘ograms. Funds are distributed within the states
according to suballocatior) formulas which give priority to eco-
nomically depressed areas or Iaréas with High rates of unem; .
ployment and areas proposing programs new to the atea. The
two most important factors include relativa financial ability ta

pay and relative’number or concentration of low income families

or individuals. ' "
Distribution of CETA funds is more ccimplex with the factors generain
being the relative number of unemployed perso;ms, relative number of
persons with annual incomes below the Bureau of Labor Statistics lower-

income-level, and the retative number ' of persons residing in areas of

substantial unemployment. However, terms such as "relative numbers" are

-defined ‘differently in each- title.




-

>

" The major problem with regard to coordination and fund distribution

Y L.
is that vocational education is forward funded while CETA is not (HEW/DOL,

1980). The forward funding issue is’less severe for Fitle Il programs' for
which prime sponsors receive estimated funding levels for the next year.

-1t is a critical problem for several programs (Whaley, 1980).

o - PlannlnLycLes ¢

8‘ @
VEA state and local pIans* are geared to a July:1- June 30

*

planning and budget cycle'. »CETA planning is geared to the
Octob; 1 - September 30 federa‘l budget cycle. Because of
their ar‘[nual budget authomty, CETA admlmstrators are forced

y - into a short-term qunck turn around plannmg mode (Education

_Policy Research Lnst,ltute, in press).

'I;hehjchoohCETA_.planning cycle differences are ‘a particular

. pr‘eblem in Title IV programs. Schqols have great difficulty in

pJanning’, staffing, and subplying materials for new or continued

programs a few days before school opens or two- to four months

into _a semester. As Drewes (1980) ndtes ."This incongruity

makes coordinated planning. difficult and mitigates against admin-

*

- 14 .
. . w

istrative alignment of "the two 7tems (p. 77).

“.

Infrastructure Differences

Vocational education has a well defined (though in some cases out of

*
date) infrastructure of secondary and postsecondary facilities, equipment,

curricula, and personnel. It also has an R & D network which includes

&

personnel development, ‘curriculum development, ‘and applied research, for

R ? [
: improving and upgrading the sysfem, when funds are: available to do so.
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stem does not have .a Similar .infrastructure. Services
-]

themselves[ or . subcontract with others, such. as secondary or postsecondary

. education institufions, commu.n_lty organizations, or employers. Substantlal

funding is available for R & D activities: but a similar R & D network does
’ , . 1 .
4 .

not formally e$<i ‘(.

Kid

Thesé dlfferences lend themselves both” to real and perceived differ-

.

ences in' prognam quality. These differences when coupled wnth different

)

perceptions about CETA eligible mdnv:duals, funding levels,  and percep-
tions of exger;use in preparing people for wo‘rk often han:per communi-o
- cations (or neéeéiations) betwedn the systems.

\Despi/t'e these“differencel_sb, many vocational and CéTA ':c‘jminis’crators
havé bee able‘ to aeve;:eb p/ositive wohk?ng re.lationshiBs. The attithqinal
barriers’or "tur.'lf" issyeq_“which have fueled the debate and feuding be-
tween the two systems for almost twenty: years ha\;e begun to erode. The ‘
availability of Youth Employment Trairiing Proérams (YETP) and 6% set-
asides in CETA have caused many financially pressed school administrators .
to view CETA more favorably. Greater access by CETA program operators
to vocational facilities, equipment, and instructors as well as the po'sitiue/4
effects on program part_icipants (particularly. those enrdlled in off-time and
open- entry open-exit‘program's)' has also contributed to improved relation-
ships. !Nithin each system edminlstrators are beginning tq‘perceiVe that
each can make a s'ignii’icant: contribution to the total work preparation of
CETA eli_gible individuals including those who are handicapped. They are
also beginning to perceive that parcelling out delivery of services accord-

ing to the reaf strengths within each system leads to both more efficient

and more effec&nve servnces to individuals.

10
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EMERGING PROBLEMS . ) Y

For handicapped individuals, coordination among programs opetated

under VEA, BEHA, CETA, and the Rehabilitation Act can result in
. " greater availability of work preparation opportunities

higher quality programs ;

n
<

* more efficiently operated programs

.

" more cost-effective programs and ultimately jobs for a larger
number of under- and unemployed individuals.

Coordination be:weeri VEA ahd CETA can result in similar benefits for
additional subtpd[.;t..llation‘s. It is clear that the .méavement toward improved
Egb\i'dination is underway, albeit s.lowly. Reduced federal authc;rization and
appro;;ri.‘ation levels may serve to further stimu{ate this movement. Under-
) lying issues of coordination and funding, however, is a much n;ére fumda-
i mental , question.. What kinds of programs, and therefore what kinds of
jobs, are available for handicapped and nonhandicapped present and future
workers? The answeré to this question are intima.:tely related to two in-
creasingly serious nationdl problems:

R severe shortages of skilled Workers, and

" technological illiteracy in youth and adult populations. -

These two problems are becoming more evident even in the current
a N Al v .

¢

"éluggish" economy. They can be expected to increase as factors which
contribute to economic vita!ity such as increased productivity are ad-

dressed by government and private industry. Changes in industrial tax

. policy, whether in terms of accelerated depreciatjon allowances or tax

" ) credits for R & D or both, and'fncreased se spending will lead to

» changes in the workplace and human resource development needs. sMissiles

and industrial robots require skilled designers, bui'lder's,‘ operators, and
' yo .1




mainteiners., In many cases these skilled workers are not .available. For

example, today 60,000 journeyman machinists are nbeeded but are unavail-
. -

able (Goldwater, 1981). By 1990, 210,000 will be needed but only 5% of

that number is projected to be available based on current rates of prepara-

L

tion (Campbell, 1981).

D

. ' B 4
Vocational education enrolled only 11,383 persons in m@tool

_operations programs in 1978-79 (Wulfsberg, 1980). Similar shortages and

short falls in preparation of workers are projected in numerous bther,
critical s.kill areas including tool and die maki:wg, drafting, industrial
computer analysis, eleétr"onics, and serretarial (par:ticularly word process-
ing). These are no:c occupations which\lend themselves r‘eadily‘g short-
term trgining or on-the-job training for individuals who do. not have prior
or concurrent rela:ted instruction.' Further, many of these oc,cupatiom.syare
t)fcqming more technologically demanding as édmputerization\is brought to

bear on the work to be performed. However, while a large number of

, these skilled worker dpmains are jobs for which vocationgl education pro-

vides training enrollm;nts, they have shown minimal growth .between 19;\5
and 1979 (YVqusberg and Golladay, 1680). Examples of these preg‘on"uinately
t'échnical and trade and industrial? program areas include: electronic
technology ; mechanical technology, industrial technology, and metalworking
operations. ) : .

At the sam-e' timei?hé country is experiencing skilled worker shor';-
ages, advances in technology are changing the skill requirements of many
jobs and leading to the creation of new jobs. Some current job h’olders
are being* displaced ‘by techn’ological changes, foreign competition, produc-
tion slowdowns, and -industrial efficienties. At the present time, one out

of thirteen U.S workers is unemployed defined by the Bureau of Labor

. -




Statistics as all those not’ worRing during a survey week but who have
sought work during the previous four' weeks and%»e

re available for work
.including all those who were laid off and waiting to be called baq‘k or
waiting to report to a new job within 30 days (TIME, 1981). If 1976
statistics can be applied to today's employment outlook, 60% of the: adult
'disabled population, is not employed (Levitan & Taggart, 1976). S?me of
these disabled people fall within the hnemployed statistics of the Burgeau of
Labor Statistics, others may not because they h‘av\e stopped Ioo%(ing for
‘work or other reasons. There are, then ;,Iarge number of individuals
e - who want to work and a large n‘umb'er of'—jobs avallable. Therefore one
may conclude that the skills of the former do not, in many cases, match
the skill;equirements ‘of the latter. Moreover, ‘projected changes', espe-
cially 'increaies in the ap;?lication of emerging technologies and further
declines in unskilled and semi-skilled occupations (as-projecteﬁ for the
'1980‘5),‘, can be expected to further increase the distance between require-
ments for available jobs and the least skilled job seekers.

This distance, while not solely ‘attributable to culrent work prepara-

- tion program, may be exacerbated by continued reliance within both CETA

and VEA supp—o_rjed programs oh the work experience method of training
) 7 v »
the ess skilled for work. In general, the purposes of these progirams

with the exception of cooperative vocgtional education which has other
* -~

purposes as primary, are to teach employability skills (work habits and

£

attitudes), provide a work resume, and provide participants with sliccess-
!

tad

v ful experiences. Cleai'ly, all these factors contribut/e( to worker sujcgss.
of

However, punctuality,. six months work experienc¢, and a minimu

self-confidence do not “enable a handicapped individual or anyone else to
-~ ¢

1
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' »ép\tain a Job as a tool and die maker or for many of the other jobs avail- |
I (‘ ’ 3 . ‘
' ab?“e\today and projected for the future. , |
. ' ,
D “\ RECOMMENDATIONS
1. +Prior to the reauthorization of VEA and CETA a National Employment
‘ >

P_Slicy should be cle;rly articulated. Such a policy statement should
“ be made éfter a careful review of the current and projected needs of
busikess atnd industry; the' needs of present and pc;tential youth and
adult workers, including those who are handicapped or disadvan-
taged; aﬁd‘existiﬁg federal * labor, education, and training laws and
regulations and the strengths and weaknesses of current work pre-
’ paration programs., Relationships and responsibilities amonq local,
state, and federal governments and the Apr'ivate sector with regard to'
labor force preparatic:n should also be carefully examined. The
resulting National Employment Policy should form the conceptual
fr‘amewé;k around M@/employment preparation Iegisla';cion is devel-
( oped. ‘
2. Increased attention shou}d be paid at the local, sta‘ite‘,‘and federal
fevels on updating work preparation personnel and curricula; explor-‘ ’
. ‘ ing low cost lear:ning environment 'alter‘natives; exploring alternatives
for equipment upgradin'g and modernization in vocational facilities;
and forging stronger ties with business and industry. Particular
atjcention should be’ pai,d' to .those occupational specialties in which
technology has or is beginning to change the nature of the jobs for

which training is to be' provided. -

3. . If retained as separate programs, CETA\7and VEA should be funded

. on the same budget cycle.

o | 3 22 .




If separate Jurisdictional authorities are to be continued in the reau-

thorization of VEA, CETA, P.L. 94-142, and the Rehabilitation Act,

the following recommendations are offerred:

N

~

-

Reexamint the basic premises under which the programs dre
authorized in light of the needs of the 1980s and 1990s.

/—‘-— »
Articulate the premises which are sound for the next decade and
reformulate the acts to eliminate those aspects of current law
which have hindered achievement of their purposes.

.

r

Give stronger emphasis to the needs of adults as displaced
workers, and seekers of job upgrading, retraining, and change.
This should be done without reference to a particular institu-
tional service provider, .

Allow greater flexibility for state and local governance bodies.

- Employ standard definitions- for subpopulations. K

Expand current R & D' networks and increase emphasis on updat-
ing curricula and personnel with regard to occupational stan-
dards d practices. ontinue or increase rrent efforts in
occupational forecasting at all levels, and increase the dissemina-

_ tion of this information in a usable and readable form to program

decision makers. , \

Increase incentives to staté and local governance bodies to
respond to changes in the occupational mix in their areas of
jurisdiction. ' Co .

TR
Significantly increase incentives for coltaboration with the private
sector. . v

Continue or increase provisions for supportive serwices to those
most in need. L

14
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Employment’can contribute measurably to the quality of an individual's
Lo “ -
B,
« life as well as provide a means for securing: many of life's essential -com-
. ’

modities - food, sheltgr“, clothing, transportation, goods, and services.

Consequently, opportunities to e'ngage"in meaningful and gainful emplo'y-

ment are vital to a majority of Americans, including the pation's 30 million
citizens who are handicapped.
Handicapped persons are beginning to speak out in increasing 'ﬁ'um—

_bers about the importance of employment in their lives. Dr. Frank Bowe,

A

the found_ér of the American Coalitign‘ of Citizens with Disabilities, aptly
summarizes the thoughts of disabled persons in his book, Handicapping
America (1978):

. Em;\jloyment can provide deep personal satisfaction and feel-
’ ings of self-worth, daily stimulation and challenge, monetary
compensation, ‘important fringe benefits, "social Interaction
with a wide variety of people, the opportunity to produce and
' 4 to create, recreation 'and enjoyment, and -a constant impetus
to further personal and professional growth. Enforced idle-
- ness, by contrast, denies feelings of self-worth, reduces
opportunities for human growth through exposure to new
experiences, produceg bare subsistence-level living, and may

instigate feelings of sklf-hatred and disgust (p. 65).
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Unfortunately, disabled persons too often have not received the
W ) ’
level of job training that enables them to qualify- for employment oppor-

.~ .

tunities. This fact ls reflected by the followmg statistics:
- , .
1. Accordlng to U.S. Census Bureau statistics reported in 1976,
85% of the handicapped population earned less than $7,000 per
year, and 52% of this segment of the population earned less _
than $2,000 per year.
& ~
2. Of more than 220 mlllfon people in the United States.f 30
million are disidbled in one way or another, yet only 1.4
million disabled persons are employed. :
3.  Only. '2.1% of the total fiscal.year 1978 enr-ollr'nent-in secondary
vocatiqnal education programs was identified as handicapped.'
4. The cost of dependency amgng-unemployed disabled people in
this country presently exceeds $114- billion per year, and is
increasing yearly.

Forced idleness of disableda persons th;%ugh unemployment is cost-

\

ly. The cost to taxpayefs amounts to billions of dollars annually.
. L N

Family budgets, too, are often ‘'seriously strained. (But of much gréater'\

concern‘/i the personal degradation that invariably accompanies tive
' < oot . .
waste and cwufinement of human potential. “

Curbing the disproportionate ‘unemployment of handicapped pers{n\s
N

represents a challenge that no single agency can accomplish alone. To
the contrafy, this. multi-faceted problem. demands :genuine cooperation
among several agencies.

4

The number and diversity of agencies, organizations, ,and insti-

wt

tutions involved either directly or peripherally in preparing ‘handi-
capped persons for employment is surprisingly large. In fact, so many
agencies are now trying to outflt the handicapped for employment that
;ob procurement spec1al|sts may soon find themselves literally tripping

over each other in their efforts to find suitable/\jobs for the handi-

capped clients which their respective agencies have trained for employ-

S

ment. . . ' -
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. The Increase ln’ the number of agencies involved in prepqring handi-q
capped persons for employment deServes.to be applauded. Nevertheless,
this upsurge is :not without certain liabilities that need to be addressed- at
this ‘critical point in time® One of thesg - the topic of this paper - is the
need for increased interagency coopé‘ration‘among key service providers.

s

This paper is limited in scope to the issue of cooperative linkages 'between

.

special education, vocational education, vocational rehabilitation, and
CETA,‘ with an emphasis on the role of st.ate planning. <

. Although there are many aggnciés involved in preparing handicapped
perso,r)sﬁ —for employment, there is no over-abundance of resou;ceé which
havé\’ been allocated for training the nation's 3r0 million handicappeci citi-
zens, many of wham desire to be emphloyed. TConsequentIy, it is imperative
that all available training resources be coo:'dinated in such a way that a
! maXimum number of handicapped persons r;aceiv: fh:a highas't;‘quality of job
training pgséible. s . -

Although different missions and mandates guide the day-to-day pur-

J

suits of special education, vocational education; vocatiohal rehabilitation,
and CETA, the fQL;r agenéies share an impor:tant area of overlap in both
mission and mandate - assisting handicépped'peréons to prepare for gainful
empioyment. This four-tiered overlap can con"stitute. a def-inite asset for
ha'ndicapped clien;:s,‘e\itﬁer se’:'endiptitiously or, preferably, as an outcome
of resource intensification through interagency planning and cooperation.

Through consistent. and conscientious collaboration, these ageni:ies can

ensure that ‘handicapped Eersons have available effective programs at each

step in the career preparation continuum: awareness, exploration,
MY .

" ¥ - decision-making, and preparation. Without collaboration, these same agen-

cies may find themselves spending billions of dollars in public revenues

-
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into duplicative, d'[sjoin“ted programs ‘which have relatively few payoffs for
handicapped clients - an outcome against which taxpayers as well as the
.handl’éapped are sure to revolt.

Altho'ugh lawmakers have yet to‘ prescr\ibe precise steps to be foIIo'w‘ed
in establishing interagency linkages between special education, vocational
education, vocational rehabilitation, and CETA, necessity - that pr’over’bial~
mother of invention' - hasL sounded a clear clarion. call for creative attempts
to intensify resourcesuthrough interagency cooperation. The remainder of
this paper will be devoted to background information”and practical sugges-

tions for achieving successful and productive interagency linkages betWeen

special education, vocational education, vocational rehabilitation, and
' [

»
' )

CETA. ‘

DESCRIPTION OF TARGET AGENCIES

Because of the complex nature of CETA, vocational education, special

. education, and vocational rehabilitation, a brief description of each agency

N

will be‘provided.

Special, Education

Sbe&ial education exists to serve children with unique instructional
needs. A bhandicap, however do,es/not' always renger children eligible for
special edu,\cat'ion. Eligibility for special ec_jucation is based on the need
for specially‘;jesigned instruction or related services because of ‘unique
conditions which adversely affect ed.ucationa;l performance. .Among the
students in need of specLaI education and related services are children who
are: .hearing impaired, deaf, visually impaired, speech impaired, mentally
\retarc_led, learning disabled (specific I.earning disabled), seriously emo-

tionally disturbed, orthopedically handicapped, and multi-handicapped,

2y
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Special education gene;ally includes spec}ally designed instrucEfon
which’ may be provided in a variety of settings: regular classes, resource
rocoms, special classes, special day schools, residén:cial schools, or inst.itu-
tions. Special education may also éonsist of a variety of related services,
including speech and language patholdgy, physical and occu;;ational ther-
apy, psychother:apy, adaptive physical“education, and special transporta-
tion. ) . ‘ ‘. .

Public Law 94-142 (The ‘Education for All Handicapped Children Act of
1975).stipulates v(; special education is to be provided in a settifg whicf'w

most closely approximatps the setting the child would be enrolled in if r:ot

handicapped.  Furthermore, every child in special education must ‘be

served in accordance with a written Individualized Education Program (IEP)

'hich’ has been developed codperatively by school administrators, instruc~

< X.A';
tiogal personnel, special educators, and a child's parent(s). .
y - k)
t lies within the scope of special education to offer a variety of

career preparation activities for all the children and youth which it serves.

The career pfeparation offered through special education is usually} limited
to work-study programs, prevocati;mal programs, and programs which
focus on preparation far selective employment in sheltered v;/orksho‘ps or
other non-competitive work settings.

By and large, special education does :ot get deeply involved infthe
busi'ness of providing hands-on employment training. Rather, it assurés_
an OVer5|ght roie by bsuring that handicapped youths have access to:
vocational educatlon, vocational rehablhtat:o// CETA, and other.employment

training resources. Special educators also serve as valuable resource

persons to the agencies which provide job training. Because of their

'advocacy function, special education representatives should be included in

cooperative planning efforts on behalf of handicapped persons.

,
N L
B

23 "W




Vogational Education. '

r ® '

»

Vocatiénal education is that part of general ed;Jcation which affords
individuals an opportunity to acqwre the types of skills which are in
cten\and in business and lndustry Vocational education is‘ generally per-
ceived as: educational programs which simulate( the working environments of
agriculture, bui'lc'ji'ng trades, heélth occupationé, office occupations, food
trades, electronics, an'd others. Indeed, equipment-filied ®hop programs
account for a substantial- part of vocé'zti;:nal education. However, there are

other key components including: cooperatlve vocatidonal education (work-

study) programs, vocational guidance and counsellng _pregrams, and voca-

<

tional youth organizations.’ . < v
' .

Vocational education prov:des ‘hands-on training opportunltles far® a
broad spectrum of students. In some states, practlcal arts programs at
'Ehe junior high school level fall t:lnder the ahspices of vscgtional education.
A wide variety of high school’ programs are offered, ;Nhith incentives to

include-in these programs handicépped and disadvantaged students as well

. )
as other students. Post-secondary programs."fea.turing a high degree of-

technical sophistication (computer technology, “hydraulics, food technology)
also fall und'er the rubric of vocational education. Part-time adult educa-

tion programs in food . preparation, auto-mechanics, ‘child care, and other

2 )
* occupational areas are operated within the aegis of vocational education.

Vocational education programs are often designed arounq a particular

4 . 4

set of skills which can render a person employable at a pre-specified level
« . N V'

of sophistication. The desired level of occupational sophistication often
dictates the Ienéth of various training programs as well as their scope.

Vocational education is anm outcome-conscious organization which for years
. A "
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has used client/student placements~ in industry as its chief index for

measuring program success.

-

Vocational education,, for the most part, is a fong-term progrém.

People enter the system unskilled and exit as $killed craft persons, at a

minimal entry-level,. an apprentice's level, or a more advanced journey-

LERY

man's level. Unlike CETA and rehabilitation, there are no pressures on
-] .

" 8 . . ' . .
vocational education to achieve timely case closures. Vocational education

¢

exists so that its constituents can achieve life-long ,career goals. Skill

development within vocational education is approached from a developmental

v

_ rframe of reference rather than a remedial or rehabilitation framework.

Vocatlonal Rehabilitation

Vocational rehabilitation provides a vamety of services to handlcapped
youth and edults. To receive rehabilitation services, a client must be
medically certified as having a physical-or mer'mtal disability which consti-
tutes a barrier to empioyment. .

Each rehabilitation applicant is evaluated to establish the applicant's

7

potential for- employment foq‘c:wing the provision of rehabilitation services.
If determined eligible for rehabilitation, an Individualized Written Rehabili-

tation Plan (IWRP) is developed by a case counselor. The IWRP specifies

e

the types of services to be provided and the duration of the services.

.. : . . 5
Among the services provided by vocational rehabilitation are the following:

< ’ ) ’ Ad
o

* 1. Evaluations - medical, psychological, and -vocational; to
determine employment interests and aptitudes and to
establish whether there are medical or psychological
barriers to employmenN\that can be corrected.

2. Restoratlons or prosthetic devices which may be needed
before an-individual can obtain employment.

.

i
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3. Training pregrams of all types: .on-the-job training,
colleges or university training, apprenticeships, public
.- and private vocational schools. ;

4. Vocational placement and follow-up at the time a client is
determined to be job-ready. .

5. Transportation during the training period.

6. Tools, licenses, supplies, and equipment necessary to
the useful implementation of the training recejved.:
(S
7. Maintenance payments for living expenses incurred
during training. - .
8. Provision of special modifications in devices which allow
the disabled to operate machmery or equipment involved
in training.or placement.
. 9.- Reader service, interpreter services, _or -similar help
which will allow the disabled person to° beneflt from
training. .

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)

CETA programs 7vide special training and employment for people

who meet the eligibility criteria of the programs. Each one of the CETA.

programs has different criteria for determining ehglblhty The CETA law

was first passed by Congress in 1973 and extended in 1978 for another

four years. . e V'\

CETA is overseen by the u.s; Department of Labor which determined

-

the guidelines that each of the individual program operators is obliged to

-

follow. The actual training or employment programs are adminjstered by

local groups called "CETA Prime Sponsors." These -groups receive money

from the fe?eral program and use it"for trainmg and employment progra?ns

for the area's residents who-need them. Since employment problems d|ffer
from one location to another, CETA gives (each Iocal authorlty (prlme'

sponsor) the flexibility to decide what type of programs it needs most.

L
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1S
in general,, CETA participants ﬁust be economically disadvantaged,
unemployed, undeir-emplc;yed, or handicapped. An "economically disadvan-

-

taged" person is a member of a family receiving welfare payménts or which

‘has a combined income of less than the poverty standard (established by

~

the (?ffige of Makagement and Budget). An "unemployed individual" has
been without a jc;b for a spegific period of time and want:s to work. An
"under-employed" person is working part-time and seeking full-time work.
Handicapped individuals need not meet .income orv unemployment criteria to
be CéTA eligible,' becaus_e }their héndicap, by definition, givef the’m disad-
vantaged status.

Prime s&:onsors must ensure that s(ignific\ant segments of the popu-

lation are served and that those "most in need" of service are given prior-

ity. "Significant segments” identified include:

-Economically disadvantaéed -0Older workers . .
-Veterans , . -Handicapped )

-You';h B -Ex~-offenders

-Public A.ssista ‘ce recCipients -Native Amerig(ns h
-Minorities r( -Educatit';nally disadvantaged
‘-Mi‘grants i ] -Persons:with limited El:mglish §

ldentification of significant éegments is a responsibility of each prime
sponsor, no;c~c1f the federal govérnment. th grant applications, prime
sponsors must provide statistics to justify “including various segments.‘ :

"CETA auth_c;rizes broad and diverse services to p’rovide‘whaite\{er an
individual may need in order to obtain self-sufficient emplof/men;:. Local
prime sbonsors have considerable flexibility in deciding on their particular .
program mix and how to utilize funds. The followimi:; is a' list descr:ibing
various CETA ;:;{'ograms which may be offered by prime sponsors.

»
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Classroom Training - is provided in an institutional setting on an in-

dividualized or group basis. This training may include specific
occupational skills or upgrading skills. Persons in class‘r‘oom’tr‘aining
usually receive a basic training allowance (minimum wage/ hour) while

aténding class to allow basic income maintenance.
%

On-The-Job Training (OJT) - takes place in an actual work-site with

.

a public or private employer. OJT i§ desjgned to provide specific

skills or refine skills in formal settings where trainees are considered

.

- employees of the or‘ganizatio% They are given training, ?eceivg
wages, and other benefits .compar‘able to other employees doing the 3
same kind of work. CETA usually will reimburse an employer for

s

wages during thé OJT training period.

o
Public Service Employment (PSE) - is designed to provide an individ-
ual with a consistent work history in a partieular occypation, and to
provide job training. ° After the . public service period, participants

are assisted in a transition to unsubsidized employment. These PSE .

jobs are located in" public and priv non-profit organizations where

CETA reimburses wages. PSEA participants r‘e%eivel the same wage

scales and benefits.as others in the organization do. ’ o
B ' -

. Work Experience - provides short-term work a‘ssignments in order to .

©

introduce participants to actual job environments and to 'develop work

historjes. Participants receive at least minimum wage for,'their worlk.‘

Other Manpower and Supportive Services - manpower services may |

include, but are not limited to: , ’ t.
-~ \ .

-

- Outreach to locate "significant segments" and "nf8st in .
need." .




- Intake - the determination and verification of eligibility
for CETA. g

- Assessment - to determine what services are needed to
develop an ‘individual Employability Development Plan
(EDP).

- Céunseling in labor market conditions, vocational choice,
career guidance, and on-the-job- counseling.
\
- Job development with an emphasis. on ingjvidual job :
search and group job solicitation.

Supportive services, handled on an individual basis, may include:

Transportaton or .transportation allowances.

- Health care and medical services.

- v

- Care for dependents.

r'3

/~ Residential support.

- Family planning and counseling.

-

.= Legal services. i’
For a rnor}e comptlete description of titles which govern the operation of the

various .CETA programs, see appendix A.
<

-

THEORY INTO PRACTICE

-

From the: previous descriptions of special education, vocational educa-
tionn, vocational ‘rehabilitation, and *CETA, one can readily see the complex-
ities that will face the agency representatives who wish to enter into a

meaningful cooperative alliance. However, the task is nc;t formidable if

.approached thrc;ughva process practiced by virtually all disciplines in-

volved in employment preparation - task analysis.

Each- agency ‘employs staff with the necessary kndwledge and experi-
ence to identify and task analyze those agency components (actlvmes)
whxch may benefit from cooperation or coordination with representatives of

other agencies. These linkage points need to be identified by both to;:2

29
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{evel agmlnlstrators and direct service pro’vidersk Perhaps the most bene-

. ficial cooperative undertakings will be carried out by agency specialists _

"whose areas of responsibility fall within a very restrictive field. These
program specialists may be "ff\wkthe'best position of initially identifying

-

linkage points. -

" For example, client assessment is an area which often is benefited by

interagency cooperati\)e endeavors. .,§uch éctivi_ties m‘éy\‘incldde sharing
client information (if pe'rmis'sion is given to do so), exébanging information
about assessment procedures, or’.perhaps sharing assés,sment facilities.
Agency administrators may not have the backgrounds enabling them to

specify how or whether cooperation should take place with respect to
a;c,sessment activities. Thus, assessment experts from the various agencies
should have the opportunity to get together to identify what types of
linkages relative to assessment could be~of benefit to the,agencies‘and
their respective clients. |n attempting to identify the points,:issues, and
circumstances where interagency cooperation may be benéficial, it is sug-
gested that self-studies be undertaken by representatives of field staff as
well as agency administrators. Once linkage points have been identified,
agency administrators or their designatees can consider potential policy

and service delivery changes needed to ensure cooperation. . ;

After various linkage points have been identified, it should be deter-

4 ’

mined whether these points call for two-party or multiple-party agreements.
N .
On some points, for example, vocational education may find it necessary or

¢ . -
advantageous to cooperg\j with vocatictnal rehabilitation but not with CETA
or special educatioﬁ. This is not a suggestion for developing a series of
disjointed mini-agreements. There can be (broad codperative statements

which are applicable to a number of agencies. At the same time, there can
< -
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be subcomponents which stipulate co?réte linkages _'between subsets of

»
‘

agencies. :

l Agency ‘Adv\isor"y Councils . \ .

¢
A number of states have created state employment and tiraining coun-

cils. These councils are usually made up of representatives from CETA,

education,\'abilitation, employment security, businéss and industry, and
(Y .

Ld ]

others. A council of this nature provides an excellent forum for endbrsing

the notion of interagency cooperation. However, direct service personnel

1

also need to be provided ;v'ith opportunities to identify areas worthy of

potential cooperative endeavors. - ~
. 2 >‘ ” \ﬁ

Vocational education, special education, and CETA each”make use of
advisory councils for the purpose ,of soliciting input from consumers,
service providers, and other interested parties. Within the three agen-

}cies, there are local councils as well as state level councils. Vocational

rehabilitation agencies typically make less use of advisory groups, and in
|

many states there are no provisions for vocational rehabilitation advisory --

-poards. CETA prime sponsors may be advised t“a variety of councils,

including a private industry council, youth council, planning council, and
A}

v

. a general purpose council.

-~

Advisory groups represent useful vehicles for establishing one level

L4

of interagency linkages. Advisory écﬁmcils, have the advantage of giving

all members of the counicil genuine status within the host aggnty, including

’ 2 .

the right to votelon counéil,recomme]fdations,. Such groups have the‘

édded benefit of meeting regularJy-‘-gomething that informal interagency
N \
groups may find difficult to accomplish. =~ - ' .

. Councils .provide meaningful forum for discussing problem areas,
o

i N
long-term goals, collaborative projects‘, trajning ‘nee_\ds,v evaluation designs,

\'31 . }
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' funding sources, personnel needs, and numerous other matters that impact

Ay
mutually on agencies which have overlapping missions. However, there are

definite drawbacks and limitations to the level of cooperation which can be

2
achieved through advisory councils. The leaders within .an agency may

‘only serve as ex-officio members of their\?@spective advisory groups.
:I’hus, these leaders who must implement linkage activities may have limited

input at the council level. Moreover, concerns raised in a particular

)

. \ . . .
council may be bias)e\i in favor of that agenfy‘s orientation, philosophies,

3
and current mode of

ger'vice delivery. In spite of their drawbacks, advi-

. sory councils deserv 7\‘.0 be considered as one avenue for establishing

< ongoihg linkadks. ' ’ | ~
‘ A )
_State Plans

! A
' AY

Virtually every agency which receives federal funds is required to
develop ~a state plan which describes the activities and projects to be

- . ” N
‘carried out with the federal funds. State plans are develo'ped annually or

5

at other specified intervals.

4

State plans represent another worthwhile opportunity to create link--

- © ages. There are some educational. benefits to be derivéd from h@g the

T

representatives of one agency review the plan of another agency. How-

* »
ever, if substantial benefits are to be derived through state plan input,

agency Ieaders must meet early in the period in which a plan is being

-

formulated. If ther'e are dlscretlonary funds Wthh an\ be earmar‘ked?for‘ ,

”

, inter‘agehc;y actlwtles, the decision to allocate them for a particular activity

must be made ﬁarly in the plannirig process. In fact, such decisions may
| 3

have to be made a’ year‘ or mor'e .prior:to the time a plan is drafted

> X /

‘State plans typically must go throug ublic hearing process as weII

as an internal A-95 review by state agencies. Both procedures provide

1
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th.'e opportunity for interagency reviews; but, in reality, neither provides
the opportunity for genuine interagency planning. That must occur before

the plan is written.

Y
WA

'S

Cooperative Agreement Documents .- '

A cooperative written agreement is a formal policy .statement which
stipulates the terms and condi‘ions under which two or more égenci,es will "
‘ < N ‘
cogEerat'e.‘ A publication prepared by the Office of Manpower within the

former Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Education and CETA:

. . . N\ ... . . . ’
A Coordination Guide for Adult Education and Vocational Administrators

(1976) lists nine considerations which should be addressed in a writte?
» ﬁ o - »
. . ' agreement: .
1. Precisely what is to by accomplished between the two parties
(purpose, reason for coordinating). (.

2. ' The situatio

[

s in which-“the agreement will apply.
. ™ A .

3. A ‘summary of the agency activities that .are affected by
coordination ajd the way in which these attivities will be
expected to sefve the coordination project. .

. 4. Who, th or‘ganﬁ'zation, Jis respon;iblé for the 'specific
activities listed. ' :

5. * What will constitute service §tandards,. response time, and
. . others. . .
) 4
6. Administrative procedures (repgfting/ procedures, supervision,
. and others). 3 ’

v

-

A 7. How and how often service standards will be reviewed.
8. Mosiification‘procedures.
o \ 9. Finarcial arrange.merﬂ\\ts. ) ' ®
’ \ ‘ N

For .a more extensive checklist of considerations that should go into

v

the preparatfon of a cooperative agreement, re\&r to Appendix A. This

checklist was extracted from a resource manual developed by the:Wisconsin -

Vocational Studies Center,” University of ‘Wisconsin-Madison under the

*
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leadegship of Dr. Lloyd Tindall. Tindall is'dyecting a national project on

- . . models for linking Vocational Education with agel:mcies which serve the

handicdpped.” The'project was initiated in 1979 and will continue through

1981. S : a8 ~

' _ S

Barriers to Interagency Cooperation «<

<t

State agency . administrators often have all they can do to look after
- . . oy, -
their own programs.~ Thus, before many administrators will enter intoba

L}

cooperative endeavor, there has to exist a s‘tro‘ng likelihood that the coop-
’ erative initiative will result .in substantial payoffs tp cfients. Cé:oper‘ati\@
agreements have been written for detades but often o no’ avail. Hence,
_ \.,experienced adn:ninistrators‘. may have too greqt a history of unproductive

cooperative experiences to respond enthusiastically'to:the current federal
- . ' o

initiative to encourage interagency cooperation.

v Tt\e\re -ar'e some fundamental philosophical issues that may impale the . /

»

move to cooperate. CETA prime sponsors, like the clients whom the\i

serve, often view the education community as being stale and disirf\terested. \
' T

Educators, on 'th'e other hand, often view CETA as squanderers of huge

.

A sums of money on programs which. lack quality and produce only*a band-
aid approach to complex 'problems. » Attitudes of competition and distrust
are particularly evident between vocational education and CETA. Tindall

(1979) has conceptualized a list of barriers and a list of incentives for

——a—

L4

cooperation (See Figure 1).

This brief discussion on b§rriers ig not strictly academic. While the

listing of potential barriers “to successful linkages is not recommended as

the way to launch a cooperative effort, it is an exercise which should be
‘ done at least by the state leaders who support the concept of interagency

- t
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' cooperation. Barriers are reaj;’ therefore, contingencies must be identified

for dealing with them/

Some bar;rier-removing strategies have been listed in the Office of

~

Manpower  publication: Education and CETA, a Coordination Guide for
Adult E.aﬁc/%tibn akd Vocational Administ&ors (1976). These includegthe

following: J \.' . :
* «
1. Expect problems and budget enough time (both calendar time
and person-hours) to deal with them. Even the most thor-
dugh planning cannot account for all contingencies.

4
2. When lack of progress in any one specific area threatens the
® undertaking, review the original agreement on benefits,
particularly those accruing to clients, and the agreement to
+ date, emphasizing where the ability to resolve issues has .
already been dem?nstrated. Y ~
3. Keep in mind that individuals in both organizations have the
same kinds of concerns (political, personalities, regulations)
with internal issues.

4. If unable to resolve an issue that is critical to the success of

coordination, do not move ahead until it is resolved (above).

. There.is almost never a reason to expect that resolution will
become easier in the future.

5. 'Do not let individuals involved in implementing a coordination
strategy get so involved in the process of accoméﬁshing it
that they forget why they wanted it in the first place.

6. Plan the work with a view towa[d; go_nﬂ'i'cting or co?ppeting
time requirements. |If, for instan the major activity in
preparing for coordination must occur,. simultaneausty with
final preparation of the yearly pr:og’?ram plan oF an agency
reorganization, chances are coordination will come in sec-
ond -- and last. ‘

*7. Once it has. been decided that coordination will in fact take
place, internal staff of both programs should be thoroughly °
oriented on what this means for them and what will be ex-

. pected of them. If staff is involved at the proper }ime, they
are likely to have more of an interest in and commitment to
the success of the effort.

s v
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\ * FIGURE 1 A
Factors Affecting Cooperation

Source: Research Utilization Laboratory,
, Chicago Jewish Vocational Service, 1977.

BARRIERS TO COOPERATION INCENTIVES TO COOPERATION
Fears  Qutside Pressures
~ Of being absorbed into or controlled - Change in a major funding
by another agency or the government. source's priorities.
. = That failures or inadequacies will . ~ Scarcity of ‘resources crucial
be discovered and exposed. to service delivery.
~ That funding sources will disapprove " = General reduction of funding
and cut off funds. levels, necessitating more

efficient operation.
~ That exchanging resources will mean

losing theii, or at least getting- ~ Demand for new services or
less than you give. improvements in old ones.
-~ Of innovation as such. -~ An emergency, such as a flood
or' earthquake.
- Of change.
~ A gap in existing services.
Lack of Communication Prevailing Atmosphere \
- Lack of information about the functions ~ General interest ,jn )
and resources of other agencies. innovation.
- Not knowing which agencies exist in - A history of cooperation
the first place. ‘ among agencies.
- Such specialized activities that other ~ A mutual desire to décréa;e
needs or options are not perceived. , overlap in services and/or

. ~make maximum use of resources.

~-.Enhergy, drained by dealing with a - .
large, complex bureaucracy. ~ General compatability of
" objectives.

- Overworked staff does not plan or see
possibilities.

- Environmental Factors Self-Interest
~ No funds for new ventures and other - Status gained from coop-
resources available for exchange. erating with a more

prestigious agency.
~ Feuds between agencies because of
personalities, or professional - Gain of tangible benefits.
traditions and prejudices.
' ~ Surplus resourcgs that can
-Competition for clients and other be traded/
resources.

- Increased exposure and
recognition through
increased services.




CONCLUSION

Several agencies have overlapping mz_,ssions with respect to preparing
handicépped persons for employment. T? avoid duplicative brogramming
and to achieve i‘nfen§lfication of resources, agencies can enter into coopera;
. tive agreements with the aim of increasing their individual and collective™

efficiency. Thfs “paper reviewed some of the barriers to fo;'mulating suc-

cegsful inter?gency linkaées and the steps that can be taken to reduce the
risks of e_ntering ipto non-productive cooperative agreements. A checklist
was given of th;a considerations to be made during the formative stages of
- establishing interagency linkages. 'i:he role of advi;ory councils and state
plans in formulating linkages was discussed as was the need for written
agreements of cooperation. Some specific suggestions were made as to how

\vocatio;\al education, special education, vocational rehabilitation, and CETA

can cooperate on behalf of handicapped clients.

There have been ;’>revious federal initiatives to encourage interagency
cooperation,, but‘the outcomes often were not substantial enoygh to encour-
a'lge federal agencies to issue mandates‘to cooperate. However, the incen-
tives are potentially gr‘eater' today than in the past. There are more .
~hand}capped persons and other special needs groups which are aggressively
seeking employment and are insisting that government agencies provide
employment training. '

There i a growing awareness that the resources for providing human

services are finite and therefore must be utilized with maximum efficiency.

There are more agencies and institutions which are providing services on a

»

‘multidisciplinary team basis. These trends and conditions substantiate the
reasonableness of anotheggnational initiative toward establishing interagency

' linkages. .




APPENDIX A

CETA Titles

To under'st\and CETA's coemplex nature even in a 'cur'sory manner, it
is necessary to have an awareness of the predomiﬁant titles which pre- .
scribe 'ghe types of pr;grams and services which CETA contractors may
operate or which CETA prime sponsors must carry out.

Title | - Administrative Provisions:

1. Establishes an Office- of Management Assistance to provide {
prime sponsors with management and technical services to
improve administration. . .

2. Limits client participation to 2‘2 years total in any 5 year"

. period. .

3. Public service wages may not exceed $10;000 per year" and
average wages in each prime sponsor area may not exceed
$7,200.

Title Il - CETA Services (Training, edt.ication, retraining, work ex-
perience, and other Services):

1. ‘'Participants must be economically disadvantaged and either
unempldyed, under-employed or in=-school. %

2. Public Service Employment (PSE) part{mpants must be dis+

. advantaged and unemployed 15 or more weeks.

3. PSE jobs musﬁe entry-level and provide clients with employ-
ment training and suppor‘tlve services.

This part of Title |l, Public Service Employment was eliminated in

- 4
. 1981. L AN
) 4
Title III‘- Special Federal Responsibilities:

1. Title I1ll provides for special programs for persons with
unique disadvantages in the labor market such as Native

. Americans, migrant. and seasonal farm workers, handicapped

persons, women, displaced homemakers, and other groups.
[ ¢ 7
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2. Although Title Il stipulates that handicapped persons are to

' be treated as a specidl responsibility, itgmandates no specific

programs for coordination between CETA Prime Sponsors and

Vocational Rehabilitation agencies or other agencies serving

the handicapped. Reviews of Prime Spongor activities show

th the handicapped are served if.they ‘aré referred for

CETA services. However, Prime Spensors in many catchment

areas) are serving proportionately few handicapped persons

- becadse of the following reasons: ‘

a. Rehabilitation agencies or _institutions are either not

» dknowledgeable about’ specific CETA services or are not

- 4 using them? 3

b. Insufficient outreach is done by CETA Prime Sponsors to
' encourage participation by the handicapped.

c. Few Prime Sponsors have gathered the demographic
information which tells them the percentage of handi-
capped persons within their catchment area who need
employment training. &

d. Many rehabilitation counselors, and handicapped persons
¢ themselves, are reluctant to refer clients to CETA for
job assistance because of a reputation some CETA place-
ment specialists have for giving lowest priority to clients
who are the most hard-to-place. This occurs most
frequently when the placement or OJT training services
are subcontracted out and the contractor is obligated to
place people as Quickly as' possible.

e. The availability of limited job slots may encourage the
‘creaming" of clients in which case handicapped persons
will invariably end up near the bottom. Algo, at pres-
ent, insufficient training has often been gfven to CETA
staff to help them understand such target groups as the
handfcapped.

[
o

Title 1V - Youth Programs: .

This title provides a broad range of coordinated employment and

training _programs for eli‘gib‘Ie youth. There are three parts and- several
subparts to this title: Part A -~ Youth Employment Demonstration Pro-
grams; Part B ~- Job Corps; and Part C_ -- Summer: Youth Programs.
Sixteen categories bf*servis:e may be funded under this title, including:

outreach, assessment orientation, counseling, literacy training, attainment

'y .
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%
of equivalency certificates, job-sampling, on-the-job training, job‘%,restruc-

turing, and placement assistance.

)

Title V_- National Commission for Employment Policy:
/ .

Title V establishes a national advisory commission for CETA. The
’

commission is given the responsibility for identifying national employment

training needs and for evaluating the &impact of CETA on meeting these

[y

needs. The title also directs the commission to assess t\he extent to which

CETA, vocational education, vocational rehabilitation, and other programs

represent a consistent, integrated, and coordinated approach to the na-

tion's employment training needs.

v

Title VI _- Countercyclical Public Service Emplgyment Program (not cur-
rently funded): .

Title « VI provided for temporary public \séFvice, job opportunities

a

during periods of high unemployment or recession.

— £

- Participants must be unemployed at least 10 of the last 12
weeks or be on welfare. -+ L .

-"  All jobs must be entry-level and provide t&aining.

- 2 percent of the funds must be reserved for Native Americans
and the remainder can be used at the Secretary's discretion.

E - Title VI includes enough funds to support jobs for the 25
percent of the unemployed over a 7 percent national unem-
ployment rate?” »

. <« . -

Title VII - Private Sector Opportunities for the Economically Disadvan-

taged: ‘

,This title authorizes a program to increase involvement of the busi-

-

ness com\mtiity in ‘CETA‘emponment and training activities and to increase

the number.of private sector jobs for the disadvantaged. It is authorized

'through 1981. The main focus‘is \upon‘ the employment of economically

. A
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disadvantaged, but n'o special efforts are mandated to assist the handi-

o
¢

capped. ’ .

. &

Title VI -~ Young Aduit ConservationiCorps (has been eliminated):

This title provided employment and experience in various occupational

sknlls to out-of-school youth from all social and economlc backgrounds.

’\

- ' This Title provides work on conservation and . other publnc

works projects.
- Participants may be hired for a maximum of 12 months.

R

#
- It is authorized through <1982 and operated under agreement
by the Departments of Labor, Agriculture, and Intetior.
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10.

11.

12.

APPENDIX 8

1

Checklist ~
— B .

¢ Appoint a representati(’)‘e from each agency .to become respon-
sible for organizing an interagency team.

Seek représentation from various levels of programming from
the participating agencies.

Seek membershlp from advisory committees,. liaison groups,
and advocacy organizations. . )

Establish a calendar and determine dates for interagency team
meetings.

Develop the basic assumptions upon which the need for inter-
agency cooperation is based.

Develop a common set of deflnltlons agreed to and used by all
agencies.

» Review existing cooperative service agreements, their imple-

mentation and effecfiveness.

Collect all relevant information (legislation, regulations,
guidelines, policies, and directives, etc.) pertaining to occu~
pational preparation, especially as it relates to the handi-
capped.

Categorize data according to a service delivery process whlch
identifies the following:

Mandated services
Permissive services
Duplication of services .
- Gaps in service delivery

Identify specific problem areas not, addressed in federal and
state legislation, regulations, and policies which may impede
cooperative service delivery.

Establish eligibility criteria by setting minimum mstructlonal
components and entry-level requirements.

Formulate interagency goals and establish timelines for the
development, Iimplementation, and evaluation of the inter-
agency cooperative service agreement. .

Prepare the criteria and the process by which interagency
collaboration will be implemented and evaluated.,

s
Co
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14.

15.

17.

18.

19.

. . 20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

\

"
—

3 '

Establish funding procedures to facilitate Joint program devel-
opment and implementation.

Present goa‘ls, timelines, and evaluation process to partici-
pating agencies and cooperating groups for approval and
acceptance.

.- Assign appropriate individuals to write the first draft of a

written agreement.
Review first draft and agree on revisions.

Prepare final draft and make nécessary revisions suggestéd
by agencies. »

Secure any édmiﬁistrators' signatures.

Establish communication llnkages and mformatlon dissemination
procedures.

Establish 'inter/intraagency personnel department.

Assign an interagency team (state and lgcal representation) to
design evaluation procedures and timelines.,

Establish monitoring procedyges and guidelines to assist in
the evaluation of interagency collaboration. ‘A process for
gathering and reporting data has to be jointly developed to
ensure that "monitor data" is shared 'and becomes part of the

total ewveluation. Types of data which monitoring should
provide include: ,
! a. ‘appropriateness of service
b. |EP/IWRP reviews
c. ~ gaps and overlaps in service delivery
d. client/trainer input . "
e. complaints
f. problem/resolution
Establish a schedule forl’ periodic reviews, (i.e., 3 or 6

months) of the agreement and its effectiveness in the joint
delivery of services to handicapped 'individuals. At such
meetings, a review and @nalysis of "monitor' data" can provide
the basis for determining the degree of success in maximizing
occupational opportunities for handicapped individuals.

Establish process for gath'ering and reporting data from the
periodic reviews. The following components could be in-
corporated: \
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Intra/interagency summary of activities pertaining
to interagency collaboration, '

A summary of major findings-from monitoring pro-
cess and from the periodic reviews.

Recommendations to be considered in the renegotia-
tion of new agreements. The final report should be
shared with all participating agencies, advocacy/
advisory groups, and other governmental and policy
making bodies which have influence over educational
and training programming. .

~

?
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Funding CETA/Vocatiorial Education, Special Education,
and Vocational Rehabilitation Linkages .

“ LI

‘ BarbarQ.Dunn . ( A\
Youthwork, Inc. e

L4

To make possible the,.jeap from‘the rhetoric of linkage. to actual
coordination of'sérvices,ﬂ educat'ion and'employment and training advisors,
planners, and service deliverers need to understand the intricacies of each
others’ fuhd?ng policies and procgdu;'es. If planning services for one pool
of federal dollars is difficult,‘ the taslf of coordinated ‘planniné among
different t;lelivery systems, with different fundir;g'ancations and adminis-
trative criteria requires a Q‘reat effort by several actors. Indeed, ma;ny
states already have opted not to accept some targeted categories of federal
education dollars because of the perception that the effort required for
blanning and .reporting is not balanced by the available funding levels.
‘The stipulatfoné attached to spgcﬁl ucation, vocational education, reha-
bilitatic;n, and CETA ;:onfound _rational coor:dination of services. Eligibility
and_ administrative mgn,da_tgs which regulate funding policies frequently
inhibit linkage efforts. The important questiorn" is whether those respon-
sible\for planﬁing and delivering human service programs can be enticed to
make the even greater effort needed .to coordinate and plan with others.
For example, CETA funds have changed over the course of each %/ear, and
also co\me late because of the federaI'approp‘riations process. -

There' is nothing in'the laws which a_uthorize federal expenditures for
Vocational education, special education, vocational rehabilitation, a;nd \
employment and training that prevents' joint programming. In fact, 'cooper-

ative delivery of services is actuafty encouraged and- articulated in the
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federal regt'.llations wr:ich govern the various laws. The reéulations for
‘the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 allow for the
provision, of wvocational educatio'n, and employ the same definition of voca-
tional education délineated in the Vocational Educ‘tion Act. The Vocational
Education Act regulations define handicapped in the same-way; as the
special education law. These regulations also encourage state level coor-
~dination of vocational education and manpower traininlg, require vocational
education councils to rev{ew the activities of state level employment and
training councils, and mandate est;ablishment of’ an occupational information
system to meet the common needs of vocational educators apd CETA prime

[

sponsors.

LINKAGE INITIATIVES

In an effort to avoid duplication of effort, CETA prime sponsors who
are the local recipients of CETA funds, are required to coordinate ser\)jces
through~|ianage agreements, especially with s\chools and any ofther app‘r_‘o'-
priate service‘providers. Six percent of CETA adult training allocations
are set-aside for supplemental vocational programs. The CETA youth
program requiremes{s for programmatic linkages are even more important
mandates for collaboration and have implications for joint progi'amming and
funding under other federal statutes.

The Youth Employment and Demonstration’” Project Act of 1977
(YEDPA), amended as Title IV of CETA in 1978, represents a landmark
attempt to. combine education with CETA youth programs by earmarking
funds for lcollaborative ‘agreementf, between CETA prime sponsors and the

sgchools. The largest local program éuthorized by YEDPA is the Youth

, Emﬁloyment and Training Program (YETP). Prime sponsors are required
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to dlraf:t a minimum of 22 percent of those 'YETP funds, distributed na-
tionally‘ by formula, to joint programming with- local education agencies. In
some cases, this perc‘entage has been far greater in practic‘:e, occasionally
reachiné 100 }.)ercent. All prime sponsors are further encouraged to
arrange with the schools, for academic credit for work experience. YEDPA
was thus intended as a tool for encouragiﬁg institutional cooperafion and
collaboration with dollars as the primary incentive. -

The impacts of the so-called "22 percent YETP set-aside" as a finan-
cial incentive mechanism to promotercoordination are uneven. éecause local
discretion is allowed, some CETA prime sponsors simply turn the f.unds
over to local education agencies for programming gurposes. Without ihe
active involvement of prime sponsors these local agreements frequently lack
substanc:. Others have used the funds to creatively and cooperatively
design and implement prog'rams and services to rea;:h those believed most
in need by emphasizing the best features of each agency in a cémprehen—
sive service frar'nevx./ork. ’

Washington has actively 'pursued linkage activities to offsét the mixed

local response by providing guidance. The Departments of Educa’tlion and

Labor have pooled their Secretarys' discretionary ds to support incen-

tive grantg to demonstration projects which aspire rove linkages and
service coordination. Th|s coordination of money to fund smgular efforts
has produced many models worthy of replication. N?table among these are
the CETA and Vocational Education Incentive Programs whlch supported
several linkage models'. The Exemplary In-School Demonstration Proje'ct
was funded predominantly b;/ the Department of Labor. It actuall;/ repre-

sented 85 discrete -projects set up through an intermediary non-profit

' d
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corporation called Youthwork, Incorporated. Though th;a Youthwork pro-
jects include very Iittte;i-nteragency dollars from the federal government,
they have foclused heavily on coordinating employment and training with
education. The projects were furthér targeted to particular purposes,

among them career information, counseling and guidance, academic gredit

for work experien"ce, .and projects focusing on service to handicapped and

high risk youth."

YEDPA discretionary funds have supported literally hundreds of
projects. Similar to the linkage emphasis at the local level through the 22
percent YETP set-aside, nationally funded discretionary projects sought,
a;mong other things, to consciously ideptify successful school/CETA work-
ing arrangements. Establiéhment of these arrangements between the two
institutioqn's is necessary before any discussions about linking CETA ser-
vices with specific programs within education makes sense. .

IMPEDIMENTS TO DEVELOPING LINKAGES

gt 3
If coordination is not only desirable but also legally and/or adminis-

tr-ativ\ély‘ highlighted, why then do poorly coordinated and duplicative
services fm\rsist? After years of attempts at(linking services the answers
are we'fl do\c\ft.{mented. The same regulations which encourage linking also
confound the \l\inking process. But the awkward regulation's are only an
\
overlay’ to more substantive barriers inhibiting coordination including:
historical distrust, differences in standards And objectives, "turf" issues,
and dif}iculties coordinating the CETA program vyear v/%'th the schools’
academic and fiscal years. Some local education agencieé, for example,
complete planning in early gpring, j‘jf,t»ﬁi th,g:":C‘,/EIA,plfgpi);g‘ year begins.

Further, local education agencies have little accouptabjlity to the Depart-

ment of Education because of the traditionally sovereign roles of state and
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E local government in public education. Public schools also have no account-
:

| ability to the Department of Labor. In short, local education agencies
cannot, nor should. they, be coerced into coopﬁ‘“éting with employment and
traiﬁing. Persuasion is more appropriate, but it is also a less direct
approach to accessing education agencies and is 'a tremendously indirect
approach to coordination with vocational and special education.

Coleman and Wurzburg (1979) reported on the discrepancies between
what local employment and }tr"aining and education planners hoped to accom-
plish and what they actually accomplished through joint programs. Their
study of' CETA prime sponsors revealed that the mandates for collaboration
have produced few results because of the lack of mechanisms to facilitate
the process of coordination or of sufficient incentives to overcome the

L}

foster service linkages. |, The factors ir;hibiting linkage are rooted in the

obstacles to cooperation. Financial incentives alone are not enough to ,

-

adn{inistrativ; ana ;ubstantive differences between the employment and
training and education in:s.titutions. |

CETA funds, similar to federal vocationai and special education funds,
are allocated annually by formula. However, the form;.lla criteria différ
substantially: In addition, neither the planning processes nor the flow of
funds under the different autr;orities coincide. The regulations governing
the administration of various funds also call for different reporting systems
and sometimes varying definitions of populatidns and services.

JThe menitors of vocational education, special education, and CETA at
the state level are the councils and boards established and funded, by law.
For the most part, these groups operate quite independently of one an-

other and react to local linkage plans rather than take a proactive stance

to merge the different institutions and programs. A number of factors

-5 .
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beyond institutional inertia contribute to the lack of éctive support from
the top for joint programming between local education agencies _and CETA
prime sponsors. |

The political volatility of CETA also makes CETA prime sponsors
unreliable partners in coor‘dination.. Funding for: CETA fluctuates more
than funding for special or vocational education, leaving linkage partners
with insecurities about service continuation in successive years or even
within a given year. Fluctuations are inev,itablé because local CETA prime
ponsors depend on the federal government for all of their employment and

(
training money. Educators geét approximately_ $7 of every $8 from non-

federal sources. A 25 percent reduction of CETA funds has a more dras-

-

tic implication for maintenance of service levels than would a comparable

)

cut in federal funds for vocational and special education which .reduces

only the federal portion of funds dominated by state and local shares.

A second reason fbr‘ the greater volatility of CETA funding levels is
that the formula used:.to allocate CETA funds is more sensitive to change-
able economic conditions than are .the forr;nulae used for allocation of fed-
eral vocational education and special ed;.lcation dollars. The CETA formula
is keyed to local unemploymen"c rates and the size of the unemployed pool,
while the categczi_c_:al ‘education funds formulae are keyed to the more
constant universe of need and national per pupil expenditures averages.

The total dependence of CETA prime sponsors on federal dollars also
means prime sponsors must react more to political concerns from the fed-
eral government. For example,¢a few years agé, CETA prime sponsors

responded to Washington's call for a massive build up of CETA subsidized

jobs with a concommitant deemphasis on other programs. In the following
' A
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years an increasing em'phasis. on youth progrems éqlminated in a Iegisl.a-.-.
tive proposal in 1980 for adding $2 billion dollars to" youth initiatives
linking school and work. The}m after local planners began ma;kl*ng arraf‘f@e-.
ments for massive infusion of new resourc'es and despite bip}tisan support
in the Congress for the meaQre, the administration withdrew funding and
cut funding in existing programs. With prime sponsors struggling through
externally imposed shifts in programmatic emphasis and dollars, and schdols
grappling internally with burdensome planning and reporting requir'ements,
it is not surprising that the two sides have little opportunity to sit do‘;vr'\
and discuss the fine points of comprehensive delivery of services in areas

of mutual interest. .

Finally, recent federal budget cuts and the policies behind those cuts

are placing CETA and the diverse education constituencies in competition
wth one another for limited funds. For example, Congressional lobbying
restored some funds cut from vocational education by making additional
cuts to CETA. However, the administration proposals still fall $2 billion
short of meeting current services requirements for educatiqn including”
vocational education. This competition forces an aaversary relationship

among parties which should be on the same side and may significantly

damage the fragile linkages built over the last few years. With this sce-

nario on the horizon one is reminded of the words of former Senator Jacob

Javits four years ago:
A

"In the absence of ... linkages, in-school youth may continue to
be served by two separate and competing delivery systems which
bifurcate their labor market experienge at a critical state of their
transition between school and work."

Perhaps policy makers need to be reminded that the two delivery systems
have a common mission: to prepare youth forl adulthood. Recent funding
policies serve to drive the youth-serving insthkutions further apart result-
.,

irig in waste and inefficiency.
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in s'ummary, the impedimeﬁts to effective linkages are many. They
include: historical distrust and "turf" issues; incompatible funding cycles,
planning requirements, definitions, and allocation formulae'; sanctions
against coordination‘oj’ funds necessitating separate reporting burdens; the
instability of CETA funds; shifting programmatic emphases resulting':f from
pqlitical maneuvering; lack of lin'kage enforcement and accountability struc-
tures; duplicative and uncoordina‘tgved state level boards and councits; and

competition for diminishing federal r:mtes. These impediments and

>

issues nedd to be dealt with before linkages can be made among CETA,

vocational education, special education, and vocational rehabilitation.

,

IS LINKING WORTHWHILE?

\With the institutional disﬁmcentives for linkages having the edge .over
incentives, why should CETA, vocational education, special education, and
vocational rehabilitation trouble themselves wth the administrative head-
aches of coordinating services? ‘The answer finds itself in reversal of the
duestion. That is, why should those in need of comprehensive services be
penalized because of ihe administrative encumbrances whicﬁ accompany
coordination? Pe;)ple are served best when the focus is on client groups
and their needs rather than or the institutions providing certain services.

Programs authorized by the federal laws cannot do everything man-
dated- in the laws by themselves. In general, CETA ;:annot prov‘i'de train-
ing as well as wvocational educatjon. However, ./Irche ec.:‘onomlcally
disadvantaged‘ and school dropouts lack adequate -ac\:cess to wvocational
education. CETA cannot' provide the same quality of training service to

handicapped individuals that vocational rehabilitation agencies ctan nor can

it compete with special education in delivering basic education skills to

those individuals, In addition, work experience provided by vocational

g
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education frequently qlupliéates that offered by CETA. Special education

law is~overly ambitious, necessitating coordination with a multitude of

“

social service agencies to ensu\re'the comprehensive delivery of services.

Linkages make dollar sense. In times of Iim‘ited reséurceg and the'
likelthood of reduced .service Ievel§, the linkage route offers a way for
each instit}.ltion to concentrate upon” what it does best, while permitting
clients to still ber]efit from a menu ofm comprehensive services. However,
this cannot happen until CETA and education programs recognize that they
are locked in 'self-defeating competi'tions among themselves.

14

Thqse who claim that the current trend toward linkages is one m’</:r:e
passing fad argue q'uite..persuasively fchat the risk of delay in gettjng
services Joff the grourld and the likelihood that somet'hing will g\o wrong
multiplieslas the humber of linkages in¢reases. Their rationale is that the
more pieces there are in the delivery network, the greater is the change
that the whole linked system will be upset if one piece breaks down.
However, a linkage study (Dunn & Taggart, 1980) of 39 YEDPA-funded

school-to-work transition demonstratlon; projects did not, support that

argument. Highly Imked pro;ects did experience a slower start-up phase
F 3

.than did the less linked projects. But once started the highly linked

programs achieved greater fiscal economies, were less likely to undergo

modification, and were able to_increase enrollment more quickly the

't
7,

projects with linited linkages.
_

WHATA}:ZE"}'THE C(SM{VIONALITIES?

An important commoha“l'f;cy among programs for employment and train-
in'g, general educatiop, vdéational education, special education, and voca-
tional rehabilitaton is t}i\eir emphasis on serving those who are economically
disenfranchispd and who are not part of mainstream America. These

~ ‘r
include the handicapped, economically and educationally disadvantaged, and
55
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high risk youth (offenders, truants, dropouts, drug abusers, teenage
parents, the limited English-proficient, and those outside of the predomi-
nant Al‘wglo culture). . Many of the services authorized under vocational
rehabilitation, vocational education, special education, and employment and
tFaining agencies are similar and unnecessarily duplicative if not coordin-
ated. The potent{&al for developing a comprehensive approach to service
provision revolves around a focus on the common groups now served. by
each delivery mechanism and the pooled rescurces which support services

from which those groups can benefit.

ARE BLOCK GRANTS THE ANSWER?

The wmissions of vocational education, special education, wvocational
rehabilitation, and CETA are very compatible. The accompanying adminis-
trative requirements' imposed by the different funding mechanisms are not.
Why not advocate consolidation of these funds in a single block grant?
The current administration proposes cBnsolidation of funds of over 100
federal programs into six block grants to the states. As with the argu-
ments in favor of internal CETA consolid‘ation, the notion of block granting
carries some tempting promises. Underneath these promises lurks a funda-
mental éroblem. Tt:e éhterprise of targeting federal dollars to categorical
proérams which have been developed because not all states were adequately
addressing the needs and rights of those now served by the targetefi
programs. In the. absence of federal leverage, is there any reason to
believe that things will not return to where they were in the pre-
categorical program days? Moreover, there is nothing in the current block

grant proposa;l,s to suggest that block grants will adequﬂtely deal with the

problem of non-coordination of services. Current block grant proposals

36
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lack any attempts to distinguish rfztionally among those services and re-
sponsibilities that are appropriately federal, those that are appropriately
state, and those that are appropriately local. Instead, ‘biock grant pro-
posals appear to be nothing more than poorly contrived pretexts for

achieving another goal of reduced federal spending for social programs.

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE?

Policy recommendations can aim at many levels. There are policy
( approaches which accept the status quo, for the most part, and emphasize
simple improvements in what is already in place. Conversely, there are
policy~;pproaches which transcend what already exists and look with vision
to. more rational mechanisms. The manpower, rehabilitation, and education
communitiesfcaﬁ—be—pontent with incremental change or they can become
visionaries willing to move. systems forward. The following recommenda-
tions are designed to assist policy makers i|:1 developing effective CETA/
vocational education, special egucation, and vocational rehabilitilitaion
Iinkages:

At the national level, the Departmer;ts of Labor and Education should
develop a coordinated set of regulations around a~reas of commonality among
vocational and special education, vocational rehabilitation, and CETA.
These regulationas would acknowledge compatible missions, and minimi,_z:ey
differences in plan submission deadlines and reporting“ requirements.
Reporting should be coordinated and centralized with ‘Iocal retrieval of
data. ' .

,A stable system of incentive bonus grants funded jointly with the
Sécretarys' discretionary funds from Labor and Education should be estab-
lished. The bonus .grants should focus or; and promote national categorical

priorities, such as comprehensive delivery of services to the handicapped

. and the gifted.
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The maintenance of separate single-purpose advisory panels, councils,

|
|
\
and boards at the state level should be discouraged in favor of multi-
purpose state cour‘mcil‘s which would have the function of coordinating

servi.ces, fostering cooperation, and maximizing use of the various categori-

caf " federal fun;js. These councils should represﬁt consumer groups,

business, and unions in addition to the current representation which is l
spread out over separate advisory units. State councils should establish
and peride assistance to local councils. .

The Congress should consider multi-year funding of programs to
introduce stability into the systems and, therefo‘re, into the lives of ser=-
vice reEipients. The formula for determining local allocations should be
stabilized by using factors that reflect long-term client needs rather than
short-term labor market conditionsT“-F;;;;;Erm-g- requirements and planning
sh'ouIEj,\ reflect this “multi-year funding by’ reducing the frequency of -
lengthy annual plans, and ‘supporting documentation.  Annual reports,
similar to those prepar by private industry could supplant annual com-
prehensive plans and would serve as the basis for modifying the multiZyear
plan as appropriate.

Funding of v;rious employment, training, and education programs for
# the services authorized by companion laws and regulations will come from

the public general revenue. It is suggested here that serious considera- ;
tion be ’directed to alternative funding app}-oaches. One proposal to co%

sider assumes a measure of responsibility on the part of business and

industry for all employment and training activities. .This proposal argues

'th‘at employers are the major beneficiaries of an employable, skilled, and

educated labor supply. Corporations never question their responsibility to

make capital investments in equipment to maintain a competitive edge in a




free ‘market. However, very few private employers accept the responsi-

bility for investing in human‘resoluré'e development. Instead, ind iduals
and the government subsidize human resource development for private
industry. ©One way to distribute costs more equitably is to finance a
p‘i)riion of job-specific training with an employer tax similar to .the unem-
ployment insurance tax (Taggart, 1981). Additional funding alternatives

'need to be developed and examined closely to adequately serve both the

individual and society.
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Individualized Planning and-Programming_

i °  Evelyn Ganzglass, Director { )
CETA/Education Consortium : . ;

A
Individualifed planning is regarded as making both the system and

the individual client more accountable. Advocates of individualized pro-

gram planning see it as a way 'toreform Unresponsive /delivety systems by

forcing agencies to identify and deal with the reeds o " individual clients.

Opponents of individualized planning or at least of \r'eq ir‘inggindividualized

educational or employability development plans (1EPs/EDPs) for all. 'special

——y |
-needs" or "at-risk" populatiohs, argue that such procedures are too exp®n-

sive and that individualized planning -is little more than a paper exercise.

Evidenc® to date would suggest that the truth liés Somewhefe in-

between and that individualized planning in and of itself is insufficient to

-~

achieve successful paf#ticipation or the desired goal of meeting individual

L

needs. Rather, it is the delivéry,systems and methods of instr‘u\ction that

must be changed to affect greater system responsiveness to’ student or’

participant needs. = Requirements for individualized planning may, how-"

ever, be a useful wedge to drive both the educational and employment and

training systems to make necessary adaptations and changes im the way

.

services are delivered.
s ¢

*»

The concept of individualized planning is not new. Medical and social

service programs have used diagnostic and case management approaches for -

years. However, these techniques are now being applied to all’ handi-
capped children in educational programs, as well as to a variety of other
populations having multiple'problems and needs within employment and

training programs.

61




The focus of this paper is*on the experience of implementing individ-

" ualized \Plann_ing requirements within education and émployment and train-

»
' .

ing ;)rograms. Since the primary objectives of these plans are education

o

and training related» individual needs are defined as those necessary to

enable the |nd|V|duaI to access, participate in, and successfully complete
needed educatlonal and employment and training services. Further, a
distinction is being made he"re between the individualized planning process
ityelf and individualized service delivery and individualized instruction
hich are. often'i;'\i:luded under the banner of individualized planning.
Theseé concepts are defined 'as follows: -

- ® Individualized Planning is the process by which occupational:or

educational objectives are specified and service strategies devel-
oped based on an assessment of each individual's strengths and

T

weaknesses relative to basic educational and employment related
competencies. -+ The assessment process relates these competencies
to service needs and available services, and measures or evalu-
_dtes each individual's progress toward achieving specified out-

come objectives on a periodic basis during the course of the
program,

® Individualized Service Delivery involves the planning and imple-
mentation of the service strategy that has been structured to
.accommodate individual circumstances. Such individualization
assumes both fthe availability of transportation, health, child
care, and other. services to meet each student's or participant's
‘needs and the program interface and institutional flexibility
-needed to make the prescribed services accessible. Terms such
. comprehensive service delivery system, mtegratlon of service,
g range developmental service strategies, and continuum of
service are used ‘to speak of desired adaptability of service
delivery systems to change and become more responsive to indi-
vidual needs.

® Individualized Instruction refers to competency-based, instruc-
tional programs which are self-paced, allowing students to enter
and leave according to their own abilities and needs. Such
instructional programs may be modular, classroom-based, exper-
iential or computer-assisted and may cover educational, occupa-
tional, and behavioral areas.
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instructional, support, and related services which usually cannot be pro-

LEGISLATIVE MANDATES AND PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

Legislative requirements _for individualized planning ¢a&n be found in

numerous currently existing laws. ARhough different populations are the

r

intended beneficiaries of service, they are all "at-risk" of failure in one

way or another and therefore in need of a ran of specially designed

.

vided by one individual or one agency. Specifically:

The Eduation for all Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 54-
142) reqt.;ires the development and implementa.:tion of Individual-
ized Education Programs (IEP) for all handicapped students as
the central mechanism in providing a "flj:ee and appropriate
public education." If vocati‘onal education funds are used to

serve handicapped students, the vocational program must be also

_planned _and coordinated as a_part of the student's |EP. Some-

times this plan is referred to as an Individualized Vocational
Education Plan IVEP. [|EP's must include:

° An assessment of the student's present levels of
educational performance with both short-ter‘m and
annual learning objectives to be achieved as a
result of the individualized program,

° A pr\ocess and criteria for evaluating achievement
of instructional objectives, and .

® A description of the services to be provided
including anticipated timetables for beginning and
-completion of services. : :

ome educators have added an Implementation/Instructional Plan (IIP)

tqo the \EDP so that teaching strategies can be specified.

The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-112) requires that an

Individualized Written Rehabilitation Plan (IWRP) be initiated and

By




periodically updated for ‘each eligible individual and those being
;arovided services under an extended evaluation to determine
their  rehabilftation potential. The IWRP which places primary
- emphasis on the determination and achievement of.a vocational

goal must be developed jointly by vocatiokal rehabilitation staff}

—

the handicapped individual; ,and when appropriate his or her

parent, guardian, or other representative. This agency is then

responsible for pi‘oviding services as specified in the plan.
. e

’ 7
Among other things the IWRP must include:
e Long- range and intermediate rehabilitation objec- ' *
tives establsshed for the individual,
] Theé 'speuflc vocatlonal rehablh_tatlon services to
be provided. in ‘order’ to .achieve the established
.rehabilitation objectives,

e The terms and.- conditions for the provision of -
vocational rehabilitation services including:
financial responsibjlities 'of the handicapped indi- -
vidual - in implementing: the IWRP, the projected N
date for the initiation and’ anticipated duration of
each vdcational rehabilitation service, and any
plan for.pgst employment services, :

e+ ‘A procedure and schedule for pemodlc review and
evaluation of rogress toward "achieving rehablllta—
tion objectlves, and v

-
-

] The views' of the handicapped md‘wdual, or his
parent, guardlan, or other representatlve, con-
cerning his goals and objec ives and the wvoca-'
tional rehabilitation service ‘being prowded

.
-

v ' . .
The"DeveIopmental«Disabilities Act (P.L. 94-103) require‘s that

each person receiving serwces funded ‘under the program have a
written Individualized Habllltatlon Plan (IHPY which defines goals

and’ objectives of the prescribed service program and states how

and by whom multiple services éré to be coordinated, and delivered.




be developed jointly by rehabilitation agency staff, the service recip-

ient, and when appropriate, his or her parents.
. )

<&

-~

As do other plans, the IHP includes:

-

¢
® Long-term and intermediate habilitation objectives including
objective criteria for measuring the clients achievement,

® Services to be provided with .dates for their inéeption and
termination, and

[ Role of the participant in plan implementation.

A

The 1978 Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) Reauthoriza-

tion (P.L. 95-524) ﬁequi‘res that a personalized employability development

plan (EDP) be devel or all Title 1IB and C participants. |In estab-
lishing Employability Development Plans, the CETA prime s;‘>onsor is sup-
posed to take into consideration an ingjividual's ;kills, inte\rests, and
career objectives as well as consider the barriers to employment or ad-

-

vancement faced by the individual in attaining unsubsidized employment.
*

\

At the time of entrance into the program, a strategy including ap-
propriate training and support services is developed with the goal of
assisting the participant’ in entering unsubsidized employment. Each plan
must identify services to be provided (subject to the availability of ser-
vicgs) to meet individual needs as wéll as an individualized plan for making

.the transition to unsubsidized employment. The plan- for accémplishing

o
A

this transition is expected to be general at first and more s;;ecific as
compléiion of program participation nears.
In addition, the Job Corps which is also authorized under Title 1V of

« o . CETA requires thwreparation of an employability development plan for
™
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each Corpmember prescribing training services directed at placement readi- .

° .
ness and direct placement in employment wherever feasible.

The Work Incentive Program (WIN) Authorized under Part A and C of Title

IV _of the Social Security Act as amended in 1971 also requires development‘

of an ‘Employability Plan (EP) for each employable adult welfare recipient
who registers for the program. This Employability Plan which is developed
by the WIN employment and‘ thaining agency and the Welfare Agency's
Se'parétﬁdministrativg Unit (SAU) for WIN and the registrant, is based
on a joint-staff assessment of the registrant's employabil?ty potential. The

plan sets forth the registrant's employment goal, training, employment and

social service needs, and the timetable for meetng these needs. Since the

1971 Amendments, which shifted the WIN program from training for employ-
ment to immediat;e em;)_onment whenever possible, services have Peen
limited to those- which contribute directly tc:-immediate job placement. The
EP should contain the following information:

° A specific employment goai, -
° A summary of the registrants work and education history,
statement of present skill level, and any need for testing,

° Social and employment service needs necessary to obtain
* employment, '
3

° Timetable for services, and

) Roles and responsibilities for respective agencies and the
registrant.

-

The National Apprenticeship Act requires the development of written ap-

prenticeship agreement between the apprentice and either his or her em-
ployer, or an apprenticeship committee acting i‘as an agent for the
employer(s), which contains the terms and conditions of the employment

and training of the apprentice.. The agreement also_includes:
. -

=S




) A statement of the trade or craft in which the appren-
tice is to be trained, and the beginning date and term
(duration) of apprenticeship,

. A statement showing (1) the number of hours to be

. spent by the apprentice in work on the job, and (2)
the number of hours to be spent in related and sup-
plemental instruction which is recommended to be not
léess than 144 hours per year,

° ‘A statement setting forth a schedule of the work
. processes in the trade or industry division in which
the apprentice is to be trained and the ‘approximate

time to be spent at each process, and .

[ A statement of the graduated scMe of wages to be paid -
to the apprentice._

-

The proposed Youth Act of 1980 would have placed heavy emphasis on‘

the development of long-term strategies for educational and employability

development. Many of the assumptions underlying the design of the pro-

posed Youth Act are currently being tested by 14 prime sponsor jurisdic-

tions throughout the Nation tﬂ\aer the Consolidated Youth Employment

Program Demonstration Project (U.S. -Department of Labor, 1980). The

CYEPDP experience has been well documented and lacking other studies of
individualized planning under CETA, provides an opportunity for an in-
depth study of how individualized planning and long-term service delivery
strategies can be incorporated into that system. /The Demonstration Pro-
ject serves youth, but the systemic problems identified are applica%o all
CETA services and presumably to other delivery systems as well. 'Two
caveats are required“. First, the demonstration is now only in its second
year so start-up problems and staff«inexperience with individualized pro-
gramming may have distorted ;che situation. Secondly, que;stions raised
regarding the validity of long-term career planning for teenagers may not
be applicable to long-term educational a\nd rehabilitation planning for the

handicapped and other special needs populations.
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°

CYEPDP guidelines sfate that each parti'cipating youth is expected to
) ‘acquire, through a progression~,of'edUca'tional, experiential, and training
activities, the minimum levels of competency necessary for'successful
transition to employment. Two. program features central to the CYEPDP

desigﬂn»addréss the individualization issue. These are the Employability

Plan and Record (EPI.Q) and Service Agreement.
,The Employability Plan and Record is the written ’plan which is devel- ‘
. oped by the CYEPDP counselor and the youth which lays out the youth's
long- and short-range employabulfty development goals, documents progress
against these goals, and serves as the youth's record of ach}ement /
during his or her participation in the program. EPR development begins” -
initially when the youth enters the program and continues through a
ongoing process' assessment resulting in revisions of the plan as appro-
priate during the course of the youth's participation. The CYEPDP paper
states that the EPR:

° Guides the youth's participation in the program by provid-
ing a course of action for the youth to follow,

° Guides the CYEPDP counselor by providing a step-by-step -
implementation plan for the individualized "service strategy
or developmental sequence of activities, and

o Provides the documentation against which individual achieve-
ment and program effectiveness can be assessed.

. The EPR contains:
- . Intake and eligibiliy documentation,

The youth's long-range and immediate employability devel=~
opment goals,

* .

® The youth's competency levels at the time of initial assess-
ment,
3
° The youth's educational work history and data on h|s or
her characteristics, 5 .




*

1)

3

. The youth's competency objectives,

] The rationale for the competency objectives,

B

) The planned ‘service strategy for achieving competencies,
and

° "Competency, gains identified through periodic reassessment. )

.

Furthermore, t.inder CYEPDP, .service agreements(s) between the
participant and the deliverer of service are to be developed consistently

o

with the EPR.

‘ .IMPLEMENTATION EXPERIENCE

,The remainder of this paper deals with successful elements of program

implementation as well as .issues and problems identified by educators,
CéTA prime sponsors and others invglved in trying to implemen{: individ-
ualized planning r'equir"ements. Many parallels exist between experiences .
despite the fact that there are several basic differences in the importance
accorded individualized planning requirements and the nature of how they

are implemented. '[ghe”major differences between the delivery systems

o

concern: _ o )

Importance

¢ The I|EP is the written statement of how a school
district will meet its legal obligation to the handicapped
student in providing him or her with a free and ap-
propriate public education. . It is the central control-
ling mechanism for this activity. ) o

®  Although assessment and : personalized planning -are
encouraged under ‘CETA, the EDP is a program adjunct .
which assumes relatively little importance within the.
CETA delivery system. ’

>

Short- and Long-Term Objectives

° |EP's are prepared annually for each student during
the entire course of his or her educational program.
The I|EP therefore deals with annual educational goals
and short-term (one year or ‘less) learning objectives

i
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which are not usually considered final program out-
comes. .

0 The EDP goals and objectives are stated in terms of
~anticipated final outcomes except for in-school youth
. " who may be planning to return to school. The almost
universal anticipated outcome is placement in an unsub-

sidized job in a specific occupational setting., .

Level of SpeJificity -

)

-

® One level of planning deals with selection of service

- components to meet individual needs; another relates to
tailoring instructional and service components to indi-
vidual circumstances.

4

The National Association of State-Directors of Special
Education describes these two levels as fotlows: (1) a
total service plan, and (2) the individual implementa-
tion plan. . The total service.plan includes areas of
educational need and present levels of performance,
long-range goals and annual goals, recommended place-
ment, support services, and personnel responsible for
- IEP implementation. The implementation plan includes

instructional objectives, methods and materials t6 be
* used, lesson plans and student evaluations, instruc-

tional tasks, and other designs and devices used by’
- the teachers under P.L. 94-142 (Youthwork, 1981, p.

42).

o For \the most part, prime sponsors have often dealt
only with the service plan level in a rather general
manner.

P4

y
.

. Experience to date 'will .be considered in terms of the following ob-
jectives for which individualized planning and service delivery have been
'
promoted: .

o Making service prescriptions more appropriate to meet
individual needs,

® Helping secure needed services,

o Strengthening participant and agency accountabili;cy, and

o Documenting participant achievement.
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Miking Service Prescription More Appropriate to Meet Individual Needs

Individualization’ presumes a change in the basis for program planning
from .one based on the needé of the categories of clients to one'focusing on
the needs of individuals unrelated to the broader classifications into which
they may fall. CETA eligibility is determined almost entirely on economic'
criteria with the assumption being that those with the lowest income often
have thé most urgent need. In addition, groups of individuals presumably
needing special’ services called "significqnt segments" are identified based
on demograpﬁic rather than need characteristics. Such significant seg-
me‘nts include but are not limited to, the handicapped, teenage parents,
juvenile offenders, individuals suffering”from substance abuse, and drop-
outs. The National Council on Employment Policy .(1980) would suggest
that the operational goal of CETA has been to serve greater numbers of
individuals within these groups rather than to meet the particular needs of
members of .each group. Not surprisingly, the Council found that during
the first year énd a half of YEDPA implementation, prime sponsors did not
do much to increase the ‘number of special needs partiéipants and did even
less in developing services to meet their needs wt)ere such "tailoring"
would have been appropriate.

Similarly, a study on local implen';entaqtion of P.L. 94-142 found that
even though one of the intents of the law is to decateéorize planning and
service delivery, it has been difficult to do so because the‘systerﬁ is‘ so
firmly rooted in classification by type of disability (SRI, 1980). These
classifications include the visually and hearing impaired, the learning
disabled and the emotionally disturbed, and others.

i’lanning specifications and service patterns attest to the categoriza-

tion of program delivery. For(instance, under ‘ETA youth programs,

~
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éespite'éthe emphasis on assessment and individualization, employability
development goals; especially for 14-16 year olds, tend to cluster around
several basic themes. These themes include: need to gain labor market
experience, need to gain more knowledge of the labor market and career.
options, and the need to explore occupations. Goals for older youth are
more likely to ‘involve preparation for a specific occupational area. ‘
" Services similarly tend to follow relatively predictable patterns by age
groups. Although between fi\<e a;nd ten types of services webe offered in
. the CYEP‘DP sites, participants tended to be regularly placed in work
experience, with career e;<plor~ation and preemployment 5ervices following
in frequency.

-
Under P.L. 94-142, special education sefvices provided to handi-

capped cﬁild‘r;in differ both by age group and by type of school. Pre-
school children are more likely than those in other age’groups to receive
speech services and motor training. The older the age groub, the greater

the em.phasis on reading and math. Children in special schools,” more often
than children in regular schools, receive special education services in such
functional areas as social adaptation, self-help skills, and motor skills
(Technical A‘ssoc.iation and Training Corporation, 1980).

The existence of.these patterns is By no means a condemnation of thg
service delivery systems because service needs clearly vary depending on
cthe age and tr;e sfage of educational and employability development of the
individual. For instance, EDPs for many young people are based more on
their interests than their actual wvocational goalé: Thus the goal of the

EDP may well be to help youth develop more realistic career goals through

labor market exposuré and career' exploration. Age classification only

becomes a problem when service prescriptions are rigidly tied to the youth's
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classification. The real need for individualization probably occurs more
within the broadly stated ser\'/ice categories than in deciding between one
or the other. For example, although ‘most 14 and 15 year olds probably
need to explore jobs and gain work experience, the type of occupations
that should be closely explored and the nature of the work experience
planned should be tailored to the particular (interests and aptitudes of the
individual youth. Similarly, development of basic reading skills among
special needs populations needs to be strustured to accommodate the youth's
current level of reading and comprehension rather than his \or her age or
disabling condition. )

Diagnostic procedures in some areas of competence are further devel-

oped than others particularly in our ability to link assessment results to

prescription of service. For instance, assessment methods for measuring

educational and occupational skili attainment are more highly refined than

those for attitudinal adjustment and other behavioral skills which commonly
are called work maturity. Furthermore, such diagnostic procedures can
most appropriately be used for placement in iﬁstructional b;'ograms when
those programs are competency-based and structured to accommodate
student éntry’ at various levels qf assessed competency. Where curriculum
does not allow this flexibility, diagnosis and prescription become much less
precise and mo'r'e dependent on the Kinds of services 8T are available

than on what is needed by the individual.

The overall low level of congruence between assessment and service

prescription is illustrated in the 'CYEPDP experience. Of the records

sampled during the first year of operation, only 19 percent contained

adequate assessment information for E_omparing assessment results with the

service unit in which the individual' was placed (Technical Assistance and
Training Corporation, 1980).:
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Not only are assessment methodologies not always useful for diagnostic

purposes, but the capacity of the education and employment systems to

-

maintain an adequate assessment capability is equally or more limited. With

tight budgets, school systems have tended to either cut back counseling
and guidance staff or rely on that staff to perform ‘many administrative
- functions that divert them from the counseling function. Those cc_aunéelors
that remain are ofttn inadequately prepared for dealing with special needs
populations and vocational or Eeer assessment.
P.L. 94-142's |EP requirement has placed a heavy burden on the
assgssment capacity of school distr"icts. Since the enactment of PIl.
94-142, districts have adopted more formalized comprehensive and struc-
tured assessment procedures, r;ésultiﬁg in a substantial backlog of c;hildren
awaiting assessment. Based on state projections, the situation }s not Iikeiy
to improve bt.acause,the ;'areas of shortest futu'r_e supply of personnel will be
teacher aides, p%ychologists, and diagnostic staff (U.S. Department c;f
Education, 1980). One attempt to improve this situation has been the
Office of Special Education's Regional Resource Center (RRC) program ﬂ)
which trains teache'r‘s, administrators, supervisors, ~counselor's, and par- \
ents in educational assessment progra;nming for handicapped children. The
.Centers also provide assistance. in developing and demonstrating materials
and techniques related to 1EP's.

‘< v Recognizing the need for a strong counseling and assessment compon- 7
ent in’ its in-scr::ool ‘programs, YEDPA required that to the extent neces-

sary, CETA funds going to local school districts under interagency

- . 4
s ‘ i

a%reement provide for school-based counsglors to carry out the assessment

and other counseli’ng provisions of the program. An unintended contribu-

tion of YEDPA has been increased pressure on school personnel to focus

1

attention ‘on the value of counseling (Butler and Parsons, 1980).
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. Assessment capabilitifs ithin /CETA are limited/ by staff as /well as

the organizational structure of th delivery system.

CETA serr/'cies are,
for the most part, delivered throm.ly h s‘ubcontract arrangements wi‘th numer-
ous agencies within the communitcy who do their own intake, assessment,
and“placement in service’ components. Staff in these subagent organiza-
tions often, do not know about programs other than their own and more
importantly, are more concerned with meeting their own recruitment goa;ls
than finding the most appropriate placements for their applicants. As a
result, CETA prime sponsors have increasingly turned to cpntralizing
intake and assessment functione. With the assistance of computeérs and the

greater use of standardized testing instruments, centralized| as well as

¥ ¢

decentralized intake and assessment functions have grownv'm re’ sophisti-

cated, enabling prime sponsors to better match participant needs with

available resources.

Ve

The Department of Educatjon, --Office. of Spe'cial Education has also

moved to centralized assessmént services with "one-stop" Direction Service
’

Centers (DSC) WhICh work with families to directly match the needs of

their handl,capped chlldren with appropriate services available |th|n the
] ’ "

community In flscal year 1979 there were 25 such centers.

Prob1ems related ;o "information sharing between agencnes resulting

a o

from the Prlvacy and Freedom of Informa'aon .Act of 1975 often-preclude

‘ioint development of EDPs and joint utilization of assessment and program

‘data on individuals. For example, under CYEPRP, school-bas'ed personnel

often were reluctant to include problems or, "bar‘mers to employment"

(especially related to health problems) on EPRs t;gcause of legal constraints

I3 -

(Technical Assistance and Tr‘alnlng Corporatlon, 1980): In addltlon\, there

v

are simple logistical problems of sharlng records'vghen staff are not co-

LI

Iocated and do not meet regylarly eithér on a team or other basis.

, 75 &




/ \ .
Helping Secure Needed Services - :

Pare‘Ats\ continually challenge school systems on the ciuantity aﬁd
quahty 7f se\{'Vmes they consider thelyr children to be entitled to as partf-ef‘
a free and approprlate public educatlon Because of this pressure, the
debate /over what constltutes related services under P.L. 94-142 is far
from éver The Second Annual Report on Implementation of P.L. 94-142

| (1980) concluded that overall, the number of handlcapped students receiv-

; mg related services was lower than the number actually needlng services.

On)é special educatlon supervisor summed up |mplementat|on reaI|t|es by

cgmmenting: "What is appropriate is what's avallgble (SR1, 1980, p\ 77)."

1
i

/
i -

! . )
v like P.L.|94-142, the question of what services to provide is less of a
,/ \

Since employment and training programs are not entntlement programs °

political issue. Department of Labor regulations have caused prfime\epon-'

<

sors to limit service only to. those who have the most need to assure ac-
- :
complishment of the specified individual employment goal. Whenever

possible, the shortest and least costly appropriate service is to be pro-
vided. The WIN Handbook (U.S. Department of Health, Eduecation, and
Welfare, 1979) is clear on this point. It states that the employment train-
ing program should contain "a specific employment goal attainable vip the
shortest time period cons,istept,with\employment and social 'services ne'eds, \,
project respurce.s, and job market"opportunities (6.5. Department of .
Health, Education, and Welfare; pP. ‘11)." The problem is that although

-

’ ) * kN .
individualized planning is supposed to result in the provision’ of,appropri=-

[N

ate services to meet client needs, it often ends up reflecting opfly-what the
A S —

;:’ \—

Services can-JQe prov??ed either in-house or by accessing services

system can provide.

provided by another agerrcy. ‘Such accessing may be accomplished through

7
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financigl interagency agreemen.ts providing for cross-program, slot buy-
ins, or through forrha; and informal non-financial arrangements. Under
P.L. 94+142, few program buy-ins occur, but under CETA and- WIN they
are us'e\d rather exténsively. Since prime sponsors are urged to use
appropriate community services both with and without r‘eimbg,csément, they
are required to prepare a complete inventory of communityhresources a‘s
part of their annual planning requirements.

Experience has shown that interagency coordination cannc;t be
achieved through formal planning exercises such as community resources
inventories and legislatively mandated linkages. When staff af‘e not famil-
iar with the services provided by other agencies, and do’ not have a
personal relationship with other agency staff, cross .referr'als are unlikely
to occur. Alft;ough staff exchange info;'mation, jointly developed policies,

and interagency and interdisciplinary teams have helped bring about im-

proved utilization of resources, to date they have not done enough.

.
,
\

One major initiative in this area has been the Department of Educa-

tion's support of 13 Regional Regource Centers (RRCs) to work with stat%ﬁ

to improve coopera'tive planning among the vario’us agencies serving yhe
handicapped. . As a result of a Februgry, 1979 ‘confierence on coprdinati'b{'r,
26 states worked\ out collaborative agreeménts based on an Office of sbecial
Education coordination model ‘particuiar"ly designed for secondary ’school
level prdgrams that \serve handicapped students. Similar initiati,\)es have
Been undertaken with other community; and health servigg systems includ-
ing the Rehabiliation Service Administration and the Office of Vocational
and Kdult Education (U.St’ Department of Education Report, 1980)-

When facilities are limited, individuals who are treated categorically in

terms of their handicaps or disadvantages are directed to facilities in the

- -
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communiy that serve "that partlcular type of category. Once placed,

servnces are Inmlted by what can be- made available within that facnllty

. s

. _ Because ‘of uj)ﬂemble programming, even more broadly t?/rgeted school -

based and other programs often cannot adapt probrams suffioientl,y to meet
P ) . Ve

* individual neegs and begin new 'classes when needed. Long-term school

planntng cycles,, heavy rellance on fixed capacnty classroom and training
. x ) » S

facilities, uneven adoptlon ,,of open-entry open-exit curricula, and inflexible

@hool.' personnel §ystems "make it difficult for wvocational educators and

™ -

other school personnel to respond to -expressed needs in a t|mely manner

Ky

Staff become cynical and frustrated by the l|m|ts on. what they can

. do. ., However, they learn to cope with sntuatnons b,eyond the|r control,

v(;a

! 3'uch as: hmatatlons on allowable duratnqp of Se[‘VICeS, mter*agency access-

mg probléms, and the lack of service, opt,lons évallable w:thrn commumtles e
N \
Under CYEPDP when services were not avallable, especnally those re]ated

to a spet:lflc occupatlonal goal COunseIors tende to focus ﬂlndlwduallzed
AT
«3

plans on developmg good work hablts and establlshmg a work*‘ hlstory-

>

I
.

thh slch broadly' -stated goals, /VIrtuaIIy any type of, work experneﬂte was -
approprlate Lnkewnse, under: P L 94*142 when resources ‘and, facnhtles .

are Ilmlted, ldentifled needs tend to faIL only W|th|n available servnce cate-
' 1 v o ?
.'gorFéS'so that ager;mes are,nota held IegaIIy liable for what- they cannot
._‘ « . ) t N, ,. N ’ :. * . . . -. - ..o : \,..
© & deliver. . ‘ s ) . e ‘

7 ~

Stengtheninlbarticipant and Agen'cy ‘Accountability

. "Agency -"coping"’behaviors" are part of the context within which

& programs are defivered and mdnvnduallzed planmng reqwrements imple-

mented Broadly stated\goa]s such as those found in many mdlvn ualized

.plans hardly provnde the basis for strlct m nagement processes that mea-

.-.'""%' ?

¥ . .,

[
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sure program effectiveness or set standards for participant or student

~ achievement. -

Y

In a way, development of'an individualized plan‘with and for a child
or participant does however, cl:ontr.'ibute to a heightened sense of prc;gram
purpose and direction because it creates a more person'a“l bond'betvgeen the

. counselor representing the system and the individual needing a service.
Efforts on the part of the(counselor to see the plan implemented, make the
counselor an advocate for tht; rights or needs of his/her clients (Walker,

- * 1979). Unfortunately, counselors and other staff often do not have th@w

institutional clout to deliver on the plan they have made with their clients.

2 ]

Without clear performance standards that are applied consistently,
youth often do not- know what is expectéd of them gwithin the program or
society.. Without standards there is no opporfunity'to earn rewards for

good performance. Butler and Parsons (1980) suggested that the lack of

~

. continuity among programs and service providers, and lack of consistency ) ’
. in standards for individuals and pr'og‘rams is why programs fail to ade-
\—> - quately serve sgp;:ial needs populations.” * i
. . Increasing. personal, involvement in goal setting and imple'mentation is

) not enough. Without a management sys}em to suppor£ individualization and
"a plannir;g system",whi;t\ creates the necessary flexibility in servige deliv-
ery, attempts -at increasing accot:lntability and effecti.veness will give way
to perpefuation of the number game for measuring success. Without find-
ing ways to ,make\ individualized planning .cost-effective and logistically
feasible, the. potential beneﬁt,of individuglization will be out-wéighed by
th;: problems associated with .it. T ’
.Programs need tog be planned, managed,,an::l',evaluated based on their

ability to help people achieve their individual goals. Counseling\and other

.
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staff functioning on their own or within teams should be supported by
management systems that facilitate case management and individualized
participant or M%"néracking‘. Rewards and incentives should be incor-
por;ateq, into“mar:ag‘ement sysj;ems to strengthen effective -practicess and
programs, and;;staﬁ’ development and fs‘taff assignments‘should’be' geared to
enhancing_‘~§achfag’ency's capacity to bétter: serve i;wdiG‘idual needs.e) ‘

In reality, for individualized planning and the tracking of individual
progress to occur, assessment information and ;;rocesses must be sufficient
to - permit pre- and post-assessment. Specified learning or employability

development objectives must be stated in terms against which individual

progress can be measured during the time the person is in the program.

The longer-term the objectives are, the more difficult it \A{I\ill be to- meet

either ;)f these copditions. . One of the implementation areas needing parti-
cular improvement under P.L. 94-142 is the development of criter@ for
deter‘ﬁining ‘the extent to which short-t‘erm objectives are being achieved
(U.S. Department of Education, 1980).

It has been argued vthat both programs and individual participant
perfqr\mance ~should be measured in terms of gains made rather than ulti-
mate’%":outcomes .achieved (Technical Assjstance and Training Corporation,
1986). The CYEP Demonstration Project as well as a humber of CETA MIS
"enhancement" projects have sought to develop both the framework and
opér:ational mechanisms for measuring participant progress. The CYEPDP
concept paper uses the term "benchmarking" to cover both the development
of the ,framework for defining, measuring, and docuﬁ'le}nting individual

achievement and the assessment process itseif. The paper points out that

it js important to strike a balance between the detail and specificity needed




to measure Incremental gains in an individual's competencies and the ener-
g

alizability and acceptability of broader statements of competency (Technical
Assistance and Training Corporation, p. 15).
Traditionally, CETA program effectiveness has been measured by the

-

degree to which participants have been placed in unsubsidized employment
or returned to schools. This metr;?d of measuring success has been criti-
cized esbecially for youth programs because many of the activities are
developmental, contributing towarsd long-term employment success rather
than immediate placement. The standards governing CETA and.WIN force’
the system toward the ’selection- of applicants based on their ability to
become emp!oyed within a short time with minimal assistance.

IEPs and EDPs are similar to contracts in that they identify the steps
to be taken in implementing the strategy and eliminating the misunderstand-
in'g about the obligations of the pa;'ticipant and the system. They serve
as. management tools for mgpitoring and evaluating the counseling process,
and the provision of services and the participant's progress toward attain-
ment of the stated occupational goal as a-consequence of these interven-

tions. A systemmatic review of implemented individual plans can also make

it possiSle to evaluate the effectiveness of different types of services and

service deliverers.

-Under CYEPDP a further step was taken to br‘inb accountability to
the service deliverer level by requiring sérvice deliverers and participants
to sign service agreements. :l'hese agreements formally outlined rgles and:
responsibilities regarding the specific service or group of services to be
delivered, the éxpected outcomes to be achieved by t‘he participant stated
in terms of competencies to be gained, the expected duration of the ser--

vice(s), and the projected schedute to be adhered to by participant and'y

.
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service ciellverer. Similarly, under WIN, the Employability Plan (EP)

actually contains two parts: The employment and training plan which is

4

the responsibility c‘a‘f__ the employment and training agency and the social
service plan whigh is the responsibility of the welfare agency. Plans are
developed and modified if necessary by the two agencies with input by the

regfstrant. However, each agency has authority only over its portion.

*

Documenting Participant Achievement )
Neither the education nor CETA systems have fully exploited the

potential programmatic and management benefits that can be derived from

documenting achievements of individuals during the course of their pro-

gram participation. This information:can be used for purposes of internal

case managemeht as well as articulation between systems 'and activities. In
addition, it is potentially useful as a tool to build discipline into the sys-
tem. It can also be used to communicate participant qualificatiqns to

employers and others and thereby building program credibility within the

community. }phaps the most progress in using participant information for

program purposes has been made by }nigrant education and training pro-
. grams in which student orL participant information goes with the individual
from one location to another. However; internal pfanning and management
procedures are not designed to use individual client data either in an
aggregated or\ disaggregated form. Many‘ CETA Management._ Informétion
Systems (MIS) lack the technical sophistication to€all up previously stored
program information especially when services were delivered by another
school disfricjc or prime sponsor agent.

Prime sponsors and school systems are now beginning to work more

intensively with private sector employers to open up areas of communica~-

tion both in the way employers define student expectations and in how

- -
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pragrams describe the learning and experiences that have occurred within

the program. To a much greater extent, articulation has already occurreci
between secondary and postsecondary programs so that the do;:umented
achievements in one system can be accepted by the other.

With large numbers of students' not gaining high school diplomas or
other formally recognized educational credentialé, the impo'rtance of record-
ing and communicating an individual's non-credentialed achievements is of

major importance and potentially one of the strongest arguments for requir-

ing individualized planning and record keeping for program participants.

*
«

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Givén the limitations discu'ssed previously, can or§e_ expect education
and other service providing agencies to delivér appropriate individualized
services for all youth in need? Will enough’ resources be made available to
serve all youth? Which system, if any, will get the money to do so, apd
who will provide the }rloney? Will'performance indicators ‘and funding
formulas allow service providers to serve only those that can be helped
inexpensively and quickly? The answers to, these questions lie as much in

politics as in improved program planning. Yet, without more serious

. attention to program planning and coordination, individualization of ser-

vices will be relegated to the status of wishful thinking instead of becom-
ing an operational reality.

The followiQqg recommendations are directed at five areas of critical
concern that rr7y help systems move in the desired directions.in a realistic

and timely manner: -
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Staff Development

If staff are to assume expanded roles of learning coordinators,
service brokers, and managers of individualized programs, they
must be helped to learn and practlce these roles with other
personnel within their own agencies and their counterparts in
other agencies. Staff development, staff networking, and staff
exchange policies should be given priority within agencies.
Such activities should be undertaken on an interagency/inter-

'dlsmpllnary basis involving on-board staff as well as ghose

preparing to enter the profession.

Technology

. Further work should be done in developlng methods of applylng'

modern technology to make individualized planning, participant
tracking, and program flexibility feasible and cost-effective.
These areas offer tremendous operational benefits:

. Computerizaton of available community resources to facilitate
matching participant need with available service.

o -

] Automation of participant or student record keeping systems
to permit: tracking of individual progress, improved case-
load management, and development\c:f long-term strategies
involving a continuum of service.

® Computer-assisted guidance and instruction to provide for a
range of instructional and guidance opportunities otherwise
not available.

<
e

Assessment and Instructional Methods .

Additional work should also be done in developing competency-
based assessment and instructional programs especially related to
employability skill development. Instructional methodologies,
curriculum, and assessment procedures should be shared as
appropriate between Job Corp, CETA, vocational education,
special education, and other programs. When new instructional
modes need to be dewveloped, joint efforts should be undertaken.
When employment and employability goals are concerned, employ-
ers should be involved.

Formats and Procedures

Agencies serving youth and other populations needing individual-
ized program services should work out arrangements to facilitate
the sharing’ of chent information. Such arrangements should
include agreement on assessment procedures and instruments,
formats for individualized planning documents, and definitions of
terms to be used. In some cases interagency agreements mlght
be written to formalize the agreed upon procedures.




S.

Program Planning

4

Agencies should work more closely in defining their roles and
esponsibilities in working with client populations. Together
they should set priorities and organize to assure that the neces-4
sary range of services is made available within communities to
meet the individual needs of target populations.

e
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Personnel Development Policies and Practices:

Enhancing Interagency Service of Special Needs Populations

'James M. Brown and Terrence F. Kayser
- Minnesota Research and Development Center for Vocational Education
University of Minpnesota

]

Our nation is now suffering from high l.(rnémployment but an even
more fundamental issue affects millions of Americans--unemployability. Not
only do these unemployed suffer the trials of diminished living standards,
many lose their self-esteem knowing that they are not contributing mem-
bers of society. Meanwhile, working members of our so%'ety must carry
much of the f|nanc1al burden that supports themunemplo‘gﬂedythrough vari-
annels fmanced by federal taxes (Office of Occupatlonal Develop-

ment, 1980). This lS an old and famnllar problem, whncl‘% has emerged to

4 . - - - - -
become a priority issue among educators, especially those in vocational

edu::ation who work wit?&;pecial.needs students.

One of the uniqle, Ybut confusing aspects of providing vocational
training to handicapped,‘ disadvantaged, or limited English-proficient indi-
viduals is the fact that not one, but .,several organ}zations are involved to
some‘degree. Special needs students require and are entitled to appropri-
ate vocational training. This training is usually provided by persons
specially trained in the delivery of education or rehabilitation. Therefore,

it is evident that this arrangement of vocational services must be examined

periodically, both from the vstandpoint of the'/organization in which the

. trainer operates, as well as the-preparation given to that trainer. That is

the purpose of this paper: To examine the basis for personnel preparation

in the various organizations which provide vocational Services to these
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categories of special needs .students.' Thé legislative foundations for four
different grganizati&r:xor agencies lwlhich have similar outcome o‘t;je;:tives
will be e;<amined. These individual organizations are: CETA, special
education, vocational education, and_ vocational rehabilitation. The possi-
bility of interagency cooperativ\e:activities, along_with potential barriers
and facilitator$ to bring this @boht will also. be exar.nined.‘ In~§;:1dition,
oalso in\}estigated will be a list qf suggested competencies for special needs
vocational traingrs, and two hypothetical approaches will be proposed to
increase :che capabilities of agency interactions through thé training of
staff from all four agencies. The basis of bdth the§e apptoaches origi-
nates from a philosophy that continuity of services;from any one agency to
its clients is desirable.

Implicit in our discussion of the literature that has been_examined on
this topic is tl';e sensitive, emotional topic of c'hange. The facts are begin-
ning to mount §ﬁggesting that future services to special needs persons will
require changes in agencies and agency staff. However, before further
conclusions are drawn, the need for examining this topic will be discussed.

Since the enactment of the Manpower Development and Training Act
(MDTA) in 1962, the Congressional focus on training for employment has
evolved toward a philosophy of deceﬁ‘hr-alizeq federal control and increased
local coordination. This philosophy was demonstrated by the passage of
the Youth Employment and Demonsttation Projects Act (YEDPA) in 1977,
which focused on unemployed yoluth and school'd?opouts accessing both
federal programs (Comprehensive Employment and Training‘ Act, i.e.,

CETA) and local private sector employment. Most recently, Title IV of the

1978 (fETA Amendments specified in even greater detail the mandate for

K . . Vg
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agencies to pursue a coordinated approach to the problem of youth unem-
ployment (Indiana Office of Occupational béyelopmenf, '1950)'. :

. Vocational education has been ,evol,ving toward its pres;.ent status since
the ;)assage of the Smith-ll-lughés Act in 1917. }_-.{dwever, it was not until
1963 that the Vocational Edutation Act (VEA) definéd the responsibility of

public education for the entire area of employ'/ment skills preparation. The

" 1968 and 1976 amendments to the VEA included parallel emphqsis on cooper-

. . . . - I
ation among public and private agencies similar to that specified in the

»

CETA legislation of the 1970's. Mirengoff, Riﬁdler‘, E;reenspan, 'and

Seabloom (1980) noted that better coerdination and Iinking1 of employment,
tréinjpg, and related programs are basic to the goals of CETA.and the

justification for CETA's existence. However, the potga'ntiél eoordinatiop of
.. e \ *

. federal and local programs with CETA has never been fully achieved by

. ! x
responsible local and state officials. Not only/ha's’,CETA and ite~clientele
suffered from inadequate or nonexistant coIIaBoration with other organigza-

B

tions, current. efforts by .Congress and the Reagan Agministration to

reduce federal spending in all areas (except for defense) have motivated

Y -
agencies serving vocational special needs 'populations . to seek ways to
. L] -

maintain present levels of service while working with significantly fower

funds. . Ferrini, Matthews, Fostgr, and Workman (1980) believe that there °

are usually several service previders responsible for addressing the né'eds.

of the same clientele. These providers "have .not had success in ’po'oling'

’
.

- - . . oc . ® & . M
1Mirengoff, et. al, (1980) make a distinction between the “terms linkage and
coordination "as follows: "Linkage refers to-a cooperative arrangement to
provide ancillary service or- training... Coordination ‘refers to (a) ar-
rangements~among Vvarious progframs'or agencies with similar objectives or -
(b) cooperation among. agencies with different goals to promote the objec-
tives of each" (p. 64). for the ‘purpose of this study, the terms coordina>’
tion, cooperation, and collaboration . (i.e., to work M@th one another- or
others) are used interchangeably. . L . {

g~ ¢ .
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their resources or_coordinating their progi'ams, and often are not even
aware of each other's programs. As a result, Ferrini, et. al., feel the

services delivery spectrum of vocational preparation has the following

~

characteristics: (a) many unserved or underserved clientele fall into the

"cracks" between agency mandates, (b) inefficient use of resources, (c)-
poor or non-existent linkages between related services, '(d) inadequat%

referral networks needed to help users locate services, and (e) excessive

competition among related organizations for clientele and/or federal and

-

state dollars. . - .

T’he :e,ifuation among the handicapped appears to be not much better.

For example, Regan and Deshler (1981) referencing Closer Lool; (1978)

"state that, "unemployment among disabled people far exceeds the rate in

the rest of the population. In a typical year ... 60 percent of all disabled
-édfilts are out of work, compared io 25 percent of non-disabled adults."

Overgoming barriers to employment will necessitate ‘coping with some
very restrictive attitudes in society. Halpren (1979) suggested that career
opportunities for the héndicapped have been restricted by the limitations
of professional imagination,‘commitment, and resources, more than by the

limitations resulting from the individual's disabilities. Clearly, then collab-

orative efforts between agencies serving| special needs individuals must
1

' |

, - draw upon their professional imagination ‘\and commitment to make better

use of exisiing and poten‘tial resources than has been achieved to date.

Batsche (1979) feels that lack of cooperation is the result of a coni-
munication barrier between vocational educators and special educat'ors that
has not receiveél the attention it deserves. This coul<|:| probably . be ex-

tended to include vocational rehabilitation staff as well. This problem also

\
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.includes a lack of planning. and- poor or non-existent communications result-

. tion, it is important to establish a common ratlonale, or purpose for this

. (1980), crltlcs of fragmented mumcnpal and educational servi;e’é"‘égn be

- ‘traced back to the Municipal Reform Movement of the Progressive Era (c.

]

ing in considerable ‘duplication of efforts. | It should be noted that these:

limitations plague all four agenties to varying degrees.

I 4
v

PARTICIPANTS IN THE PURSUI'&' bF INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

Before examlnlng ways that Qrfémfote or \lnhlblt interagency coopera-
activity, and to lopk at the federal Iegislation,\v(/hich brought all four
agencies into existence. First, the rationale for interagency‘cooperation.

Efficiency (Efficiency from the perspective ‘of the publlc agency -- or

more likely, from Ehelr fmancna‘l admlnlstrators) The source of this P
- * ﬁi
‘movement has been evolving for a long period of time.” According to Boyd
i ——— |

e

s) d

1900-1914). The question of whith approach to efficient dperation is best,
a centralized hierarchically organized bureaucracy or a d.ecentralize'd sys-
tem of small service providers who rely on competition and consumer 3
choice, is unresolved at this time. In.fact, as‘in most caseé, there are .

N

trade-offs between efficiency in terms of dollars, time, effort spent, con-

sumer satisfaction, and equality of resource distribution. Any reorganiza-
tion ' of related social agencies to pnromote g:oor_'dinat'ion-ar'\d linkage of
individual services to the public sector requires changes in. both policy

and practice on many levels.

- 3

A Roster of the Players

To even the most uninformed, taklng a cursory view of occupationally-

A s .
oriented tralmng programs ‘for adolescent .and young adult po ulations,

)’
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there would be sup erf/lglally, Ilttle dlfferences between vocatlonal educatlon

| ’ .
K and CETA. Fu%r, ‘this is only a shght dlfference betWeen these two .

and vocational rehabiliation, but a greater difference when speCIaI educa-

tion is considered. This observation seems accurate unless one examines

v

.tlosely the different client populations that compride the typical caseloads
- ., ~ £
of each agency. On a functional basis, these agencies can be viewed as a

. ' ‘.
. . . b

simple, input-process-outcome diagram as follows: E
- FIGURE 1

A Special Needs Client-Agéncy Services Delivery Model

- Input , Process Outcome
People . ‘| People with|

- needing ——p Service ——P assistance

. L assistance agency needs met

The'ft:lndamentalﬂdiffereq.ce betweep these agencies, despite a similar

: outcom‘e, is thgt different populations require differen.t services in order to

opgir'niZe their chances of arriving at the same outcome. One of the differ-

ences between these agencies is-due to the environments anc! procedures

applied to these different populations. Considering the fact that .environ-

- ment \and procedures inflt:lence the various populations differentially, it is

the latter aspect that would appear to be a suitable candidate for modifica-

-

»

. . i
agencnes services ta their respective clientele. Before pursumg this .issue

further, it will be necessary to examine these dlfferent populatlons and the

~

relationship of agency personnel who dellver vocational - services , 1o their .,

clients, 8o as to achleve a better‘ understandlng of the problem
/ \ Basmally, this service consortlum can be divided .into’ two major
- arenas: general vocational development and specialized vocational_develop-
¥

ment. To begin, the agencies of CETA, "vocational rehabileitetion (VR) and

tion. This modifica't‘i.on would apply to the personnel whoe deliver their

R
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.special education-(SE) may be Viewed,as 'specialiked vocational training, in

N so far as the clients they serve are |n need .of specnallzed programs and

« professionally qualified personnel to coordlnate and deliver vocatlonal -

' s .
training. All of these disciplines .approach the de(livery of wvocational
’ 3 . N N ) .
services from a personal or individusdl perspective. This is evident in the _
- establishment of the entry of ‘the client into the treatment process. ‘Each

!

program plan identifies specific services, procedures, and aids that will be ,

N L4 ]
required to maximize the client's vocational potential. Although each of

-

these agencies has been created to serve atypical populations“, these three.

services can be further delineated on the basis of client demographics. »

el .

CETA (Title 1V), for example, primarily serves economically disadvan- >
- L3 b
~taged persons,' with most of CETA's effort .being focused on adolescents

' -

- and young adults, age 16 to 22. Special education's attention has typically
focused on persons at the eIementary and secondary levels in public schooIs

' and, |nst|tut|ons, with recent additionak em;masls on early‘ childhood ser-

- (I

vices. ‘Although vocational training’ |s a specu,fled réquirement in The
. Education for All Handicapped ‘Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 9}-142), Heller :
(1981) points- out that "programming for handicapped students at the
-secondary leve] has 'Iong been a negIected' component of the educational
. continuum (p.” 582)." Vocational rehabilitation services have:':been offered , .
! “ since the ‘early 1920's, but only recently have included such major handi-
capped populations as the mentally retarded, severely handioﬁpped, and .
most recently (1978) the Iearmng disabled. Furthermore, with the passage
of, the kehabilltatlon Act of 1973 (P.L. 93- -112) priority has been given to
serving the most, severely~hand|capped persons and those who have been

‘,‘ unserved in the past, A major characteristic of each of these populations ,

is that they havé been "unable "to develop /'nto competitive workers when

- only regular’ vocatlonal training is provided. That is, as a result of their ,,
93 ! : (
Q . . PR /
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"differences" ip relation to the normal populatfon, special or modified

tr‘,a?ning experiences are required for them.

+ Finally, " vocational education has been, since its inception’with “the
. passagé of the §mith-Hughes Act of 1917, the general forum of vocational
training ‘available to citizens at-the local community level. Ohly a few

yehrs have passed since Congress identified disadvantaged 3nd handi-

4

c_apped populations as being in need ofv‘special vocational services (P.L.
” 88-210).  Vocational education's performance in preparing vocatignally

compeiitjve citizens up to that point in time had been extremely high, but

» . has not served the specidl needs populations with equal success during the

. . last 11 years (Olympus, 1974; Krantz, 1981). : o

- - - - ' - ’
, Two reasons for this inadequate service to special needs clients has
A .

‘been the resistive .attitudes among vocational educators (Halloran &

-

Razeghi, 1981) and failure to accept more responsibility for serving special 4
needs students in regular and modified vocational programs (Kayser, 1977

. 1981) These actions may be traced back to the contrast between the

d - I \ , e .
. philosophies of vocational education and special education or’' rehabilitative
-~ N L /

services. Vocational education's coficentration hap been on producing

highly qUalified',yvorkers ~to meét the labor demands of the community,while_
e
special education focuses. on optlmlzmg the botentlal of an.mdlvndual'

ablllty through whatever methods and servnces that are ndnwduallx re-

L4
L

qunred. ' T

s

3
POSSIBI‘.E 'CONTRIBUTIONS BY AGENCIES

)

More than a decade’ go, Gallagher (1969) noted that in any complex

- social issue which. requires a wide range of SlkI”S,‘ the task cannot be .
. . J

accomplished by only. one\’disclplihe: vocational rehabilitation, vocational_

education, and special education all have sgﬁ'ething to offer. Gallagher:
o ' ' 94 . ‘
. luy




. . . "y . .

. suggested that each of these specialists can bring the ®sllowing differential

sk|IIs to bear up% the Eomplex problem of provndlng tralmng and’ educa-

tion programs for speC|aI needs cllents . ) ) \

° Vocational Rehabllltatlon ,Being the closest/df the three to
7
’ . .
actual job placement, these professionals ‘couid. focus on

vocatiqnal evaluation and counseling, gerferal program

objectives, applicability, and the provision of feedback on
. ’ program effectiveness: (p. 9). ¢ )
- . ;
e  Vocational Education. This  discipline offers pIannlng and

lnstructlonal skills, related to general vocatlonal educatlon
N

o -
S

pIan(lng. These professlonals can prowde specnﬁc instruc-

{

tiong in occupational areas designed especially for the -°

handicapped’ with the aid of special services personnel ta fit

L4

special needs students into regular vcjpetional programs (p.

9). ;

. Special Education. This discipline can contribute a sen

continuity and programming related to the total eduéa ional
AY A

program of the handicapped qhild. Of special ignificance
is the fact that special educators have the fi \al authority -
for the total deS|gn of/the handlcapped individbal's educa-
v'/ " tional *programs so that ‘t\hey meet not only k-study
' needs, but related educa‘tional and social goals_as well (p.
C 100, ‘ ‘
Gallagher (196;3) also suggested that vocational educatior{ programs
deslgned for the handlcapped face the problems of where and ‘how educa-
tionlal coordination should take placé. However, he felt that all three of.

these disciplines must bémeaningful components in all vocational education
. 95 o
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prbgrams for the handicapped or the quality of these programs will suffer.

Gatlagher's advice on interdisciplinary or interagency cooperation was as
follows: : \

s “We ngd to be careful that we do not fall into the trap of
cursing ourselves when complex organizational problems frustrate .
‘us. There is an enemy, a reéal enemy, but it is not our col- -
leagues in related disciplines. It is ignorance of how to best
organize ourselves to deliver services to the handicapped. It is
this enemy .to which all our energies and efforts need to be
directed (p. 19)." :

N

LEGPSLATIVE GUIDELINES FOR PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT

Each of the four identified service agencies has evolved as a result of
federal legislation aimed at improving the lives of specific populations who

have experience{d difficulties in accessing services to meet their -needs.

e N .
, This is especially appl?caple to vocational training, since we assume that
;-
such training will, indeed improve the chances of the spetial néeds popula- '
tions to access a better life style. These laws were written and enacted to ‘ -~

! ! . F
| provide special services to the individual, but they also include provisiors

“for preparing trained personnel who deliver the vocational-related services.
L

As was mentioned above, the focus of this paper is on developing Iinkéges

@
‘ » P

and’ cooperation between each of these service agencies. It should be ' -
noted, however\, that agerjcies do not develop linkages and make coopera-
tive agreements, ﬂg. working in these agencies do. Since this is the
‘tase, it is irhport-ant to view the legisiation for per.slonnel developm\ént' from
the perspective of interagency cooperation not only for training of pré-

and inservice personnel, but for using training personnel from these four

areas during personnel preparation activities. Thus, the following material

. \ -
briefly examines these laws from thesk perspectives.
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hd .

Cemprehens:ve EmploLment' and Trainin g Act Amendments of 1978 P.L.

95-524 . \ D

. . -

CETA is administered through prime sporvsors, usually offices in local
government,\that. are coordin‘ated at the state level. Programs are orga-
nized at the local level where the population base.is at least 100,000.
CETA was de\/eloped on the assumptlon that better services can be pro-
vided through an administration at the "grass roots" level, since the needs

of local cemmunity are more réadily identifiad.
. Y ’
“THe statutes make it clear that CETA funds are to be used for em-‘.
_; , i ‘¢ »

ployment, "through the utilization ...-of all resources for‘ skill development
5 ’

available‘ in indtxstry, fabor, pubilic, and private educational and training |

|nst|tut|ons, vocational rehabilitation agencies, End other state, federal and

local agencies, and other appropriate public and private orgamzatlons and

facilities, with their consent (29 U.S.@A.\eztlon, 831 [b]).". Thus, the
VI

CETA administration acts as a broker of 7services in a sense, to secure

K . N
appropriate and needed seryices for persons who meet their eligibility

criteria for assistance. |
AN

'

t

oy
With regard to traifing,-however, Section 882-Training and Technical
;

Assistance, states tha:::jds are to be provided for "appropriate preser-

vice and inservice, t irg for 'specialized suppoNive, supervisory, or

A S -

- other. personnel, and appropr_iate\ techm;a\lreassistance with respect to

*programs- under this chapter." Given the foregoing statement (Section 831

' ’

[b]) that local unduplicated agencies and establishments be used as place- “

ment sites for direct vocational tralmng services, Section 882 can be
‘

mterpreted to mean that the CETA agministration staff would be the recupl-

ents of this inservice amd preservice training. This would seem to make
I
\

)
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sense in light of the requirements of the participant's personalized em'plloy- -
ability plan (Sec.tion 845(a) and (b)). ’Thi plan is ‘eimi}lar in many aspects
to the Individualized Education Program ?I.EP) specified in P.E. '94-142, /
and the Individual Written Rehabilitation Plan (iWRP) frqm P.L. 93- 11,2; '
However, - ‘the Iegislation is not clear on |dent|fy|ng’who is targeted for this
inservice and preservice training i_n contrast to the s:pecific wording in the o

other three statutes under consideration here. . ‘ 4

| M -

- The Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1875: ‘P.L. 94-142

. P .
Contrary to the vagueness of the CETA legislation in regard to train- o

! . . P
.

A : ’ . .
i:% Section 1413(a)(3) of 2& U.S.C.A. (P.L. 94-142) clearly states that
i

iddividual state plans submit_ted to the Office of Education must specify
- whaJ will be given inservice training and for what purpose. It states' in S

part "'...'provideé for in-service training to general and special education

.'instructional and supportvpersonnel ... to assure that these persons are

4 N ‘\ »
appropriately and adequately prepared and traimed ... to provide services © g
as specified in the law." Furthermore, Section 143fl, Grants” to Higher
Education, ép'ecifies ‘that the purpose of this section is to train teacher ‘

R N
trainers in fields related to the education of handicapped children, and

personnél airead’y teaching or about to teach han‘élicappe‘d'childrens Fur-
thermore, Section 1432, Grants to State Educational 'Agenqies fo‘r,Trainee- ’
ships, provides funds to states for the trainingiof botn teachers, and |
) upervisors Qf teachers, as they are needed in these localities.
W\ Alsd in contrast tg CEi’A and vocationaIgrehabilitation re'gulations, the ‘
. .

language of the iaw does not requn'e that outside, aIready e\xisting agen-

$ cies must, be used to provide the training for either the staff or the clients

. beihg served. >
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The 1978 Amendments to the Vocational Reh-abllltatlon Act of, 1973: P.-L.
95-602 . R

’ .t

.

The -Vocational liehabilitation Amendments as elaborated in 29

U.S.C.A. Chapter 16,. have several features that are SImllar to provisions

in the other three Iaws while some featur‘es are unlque Within the state

\

‘g plan, Section 721(a)(1)(A)(ii)\author‘|zes states to establish joint programs

with othdr state agenties so as to share funding and administration respon-
sibilities. These other state agepcies may inciude major public educayon --

. ‘ -
both vocational and- special, public ,he'alth, welfare, and Iahor' programs

. such‘ as-CETA. In addition, Section 722(a)(12) includes the specification .

o \
. that exnstlng publlc and other vocatlonal or technical tr‘anmng facilities or

b

- other appropriate resot;rces in the commumty, such as existing rehablhta-

t|on facilities’ (ec 721(a) (5)) of used to the maxnmum extent’ possible.
Also, - Section 722, deflneé the Individual ‘Written RehabUtatlon Plan ((a)

- 4(9) and the r‘equnrements of coordination with c\ther state and local agen-=

. . ot : - v
* v cles ((a)(11)) Y
/ . .
. . This law aIso _provld.es for training funds in the form of grants,
-
primatily for preserwce purposes, specifically to "...assist in increasing

the number of per‘sonnel tr‘alned in prowdlng vocational [related] services
to’  handicappd indnwdt;als... ,(Sec. 763(a))." [y > Secton 774, var'lous

service areas a“i:e identified as beind included under these training stipula-

I3

.. - tions, includingy vocational, medical, social, a{\d psychologica\ service

pr‘omder‘s, as weH as persons spéually trained in providing employment

/
"assistance, job’ development “and pIacemen&servnces Therefore, t'hns law

’ |dent|f|es personnel by area, who are responsible for dlr'ect rehabilitation

; ~

services that are-to be trained through grant monies.

\_.
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One uniqq’e feature of this~par\t'icular law appears in Section 721_

(a)(7) regarding state plans, It specifies'that each state establish and
maintain personnel standards as well as standards governing facilities~Nand

personnel used in these facilities. This feature of P.L. 95-602 places

>
vocational rehabilitation personnel and facilities on a similar level as that of

«

vocational and special education in terms of certification requirements.

These requir;ments ‘have a tendency to separate these thrge_adencies from

~

the CETA personn%I who are not required to be certified.

Title Il Of The Education Amendméehts Of 1976: P.L. 94-482

~ -

The current vocational education legislation P.L. 94-482, ‘has several

additional features that overlap with the other three laws besides the basic
& . . .o . a
emphasis on providing vocational training. These specfications are found

-

in 20 U.5.C.A., beginning at Chapter 44, Section 2300. To begin, Sec.

2307 (b)(5) specifies that criteria _must be developed and specified in the

\

state plan, relating to the development of coordination efforts with man-

power training programs c_ondugted by prime sponsors established under
the CETA Act of 1973. It would appea;r that ‘since‘bot\tjl of- these acts
relate to vocational training and employment outcomes, Congress felt justi-
fied in requiring ggordinated efforts between thesg two agencies.. How-
ever, neither hthe VEA nor :che CETA regulations clearly delineate
responsibility for initiating these 'actic'ins., thus it could be assumed that
cooperative efforts should be a mutual undertaking.

A second feature that makes overlap with other laws is the,require-
ments in Section 2310 that: (a). handicapped persons be served, and (b)
disadvantaged persons, including those with limited, English-speaking
ability be served in all vocational education programs. These provisions

f
ovérlap .with P.L. 93-112, P.L. 94-142, and P.L. 95-602 respectively.

5 -~
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. Person’nel development under the Edugation Amendments of 1976, Sec.
2355 includes a variety of persons who -are- eng’aged in direct service de-

livery of, vocational tralnmg as well as superwsors and administrators but

. does not specifically address those persons\who are d|rectly working with

any .special needs student other than the teacher who wbrks with limited
~ ? ‘ ¢

English-proficient clients.. ‘
What is clear from examining these Iaws is that persons .and content
areas are weII defined for only three o’f the four provnders of ‘service,

special education, vocational educatlonJ_/and "vocational rehabilitation.

Since most, if not all, of the expertise of C’ﬁTA personnel may be found in

these other three prograrrfs, it would suggest that these existing- tra!mng

~

programs could be éffectively ahd efficiently used.

o
£

BARRIERS TO COLLABORATION

' Tes8lowski, Rosenbe-rg, and‘Hammond (1980) proposed that the voca-
. A
tional development of handicapHed and disadvantaged individuals will re-

quire collaborative and coordination among the following: people, public

P

and private agencies, leglglatlon, and professional organizations. Such

J

collaborative efforts to integrate service to special populations of people -

y

through federal legislative mandates, agency services, and professional
organizations are vital components of the movement to better serve special
clientele. ~ Stedman. (1977) has stated that lack bf coordination increases
the inherent competitivene_ss between agencies and special org;nizations
and inhibits effective delivery of services to selected \popt:llatiéns. . Clarcq
(and Cattanaéh (1980) also support this positioh. (')\bviously}, ‘the ideal
conditions as identified by Likert (1967') for enhancing interorganizational

cooperation da not seem to exist at this time -- favorable attitudes, confi-

-
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+ Tesolowski, et. al. (1980) reported that the need to develop and
. .
improve cooperation between special education, wvocational rehabilitation,

L

and vocational education has already been the subject of formal discussion
e

at the Commissioper level with the U. S. Department of Health, Education,

¢ .
and Welfare (HEW). A November 21, 1978 memorandum jointly issued by
the ?,U'S' Commissioner of Education and the U.S. Commissioner of Retza-

s

bilitation Agencies stated:

“This mepmorandum announces a joint national initiative to expand
and improve the service delivery system to handicapped individ-
uals... It is a basic tenet of the State and Federal participants
that the development of new interagency agreements among State \
Departments of Special Education} State Departments of Voca-

s .tional Education, and State Rehabilitation agencies is critical to
the achievement of the goal. It is the expectation of all of the
Aarticipants that States will develop new agreements during Fiscal -
- Year 1979 (Office of the Secretary, HEW, 1978)."

Tesolowski, et. al. (1980) also stated that collaboration between agencies

-

- serving special needs populations is of the utmost importance. Now that

agencies‘ have begLfn to recognize the commonalities of their ‘goals for their
clientele, pr\ofessionél sta;ff within these agencies must begin to share their
expertise whil.e realizing the importance of the .other service ' delivery
agencies and overcoming the belief th?)t their area of expertise is the only
critical on:a (Aiken, Dewar, DiTomaso, Hage, & Zeitz, 1975). Cooperation
among service discipline agencies will, hc;pefully, result in more comprehen-
sive’ delivery of services along the continuum of education and training
services. Eventually such an approach should improve services that
eliminate unnecessary duplication of efforts, but most‘importantly, does not
exclude needed services. It seems apparent that current Iegislation,‘
financial restrictions, qnd societal attitudes all ina'llcate that now is the
time for all professlonals serving vocational special needs populations to

pursue more effective, concentrated efforts aimed at defining and inter-

LY
facing their collaborative endeavors (Tesolowski, 1980).
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Potential Barriers Within the Legisla%ion

A critical component of Title Il of the Education Amendments of 1976,
the .Vocatiopal Rehabilitation Amendment$ of 1978, and the Educa‘tion For
All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 is that the-are is a .spe'cif}c, substan-
tive content imparted to aspir?\ng pr’acfitioce_r‘s through _e’ithégr pre- or
inservice trai!ning.‘ This content, which is identified in- each of"these
laws, pertains both to the subject matter and specific pr“actices‘“intl\érent in
that profession. This is not the case in the CETA legislation. Further-
more, CETA's Section 882 does not explicitly specify who will re;:eiv:a this
training. . However, in a conversation with a state CE‘f'A official .in
Minnesota, it wa;s learned that funds usec!- under this section have been
used for CETA staff fér inservice activities provided by other CETA ;staff.
In essence, while CETA share§ activities and job, titlés si'milar to those in
vocaﬁonél education, vocational rehabilitation specifically, a.nd to a lesser
degree, special education, there are no stipulations in thg legislation that
individuals' training will utilize existing programs‘\ from any of the \other
three disciplines to meet staff's needs. ‘

qu: example, all disciplineus exce;at CETA have developed professional
rgles which were established over a lengthy period of time. With only one
exception, the professionals in these three aréas expend Zrom four to six
years in 'preservice training. Even the one exception to this standard,
skilled journéymen of a particular tradelas instructors, possess ex‘perience
that cannot be matched in other w;y‘s. '

| .According to [ntriligator (19'78)‘, interorgaazational relations including
collaboratives, cooperatives, or consortia, drawn together to increase the
gffectiveness of public education systems tend to diminish their major goal:

the satisfaction of individual needs. Intriligator further stated that the
. ‘ : S )
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general. state of knowlédge about, interorganizational relationships acknow-

ledges that a diversity of assumptions underlying cooperative relationghips
- LN

of arrangement is "good" almost by definition, and they promote greafer
efficier:\cy! higher performénce, and reduce ,the duplication of services

(Warren, 1967). THisltypé of thinking is\used by leaders, especially

q

legislators,"who may be sequestered away from the real world and evaluate

+ N

their world only in dollars and participant numbers;
ra .

Resistance to Interagency Efforts

One reason for the low levels®of cooperation alluded to in the above

Y

disgussion involves the established domains of service and clientele_of

these four agencies. From this perspective, each agency views their

4

servicg‘ as specifically designed for their clients. Eventually this proce-

-

dure evolves into very specific services, unique to the individual agency
v (8 .

s -

and clientele. This results in the acceptance of a specific clientele and
rejecting all others who were viewed as atypical,, These atypical individ-
-uals are then rjerred to other agencies for help. This perspective is also

perpetuated in Aeacher/counselor preparatior” programs. An éAx'ampIe is the

dearth of vocationally-related components in specjal t::tion programs or

L
the absence of efforts to introduce the handicapped to ational educators.

Likewise, special/edticatiorl‘w:proyidg‘s s?r"i/ices‘fqr -children, not adults. *
The older handicapped are the "rightful" domain of the vocational rehabili-

4

tation "man'agi's. . -
By maintaining a narrow focus. on clientele ahd theirgequired der-
" vices, the content and miethods of teacher/counselor programs become very

F

sp.ecific and refined. While £he positive effect of this evolution results in -

3 ) A\




A "
better services Wific group of clients, the corresponding nega-

tive effect, is that more ahd more "other group" persons are excluded from

these services. Thus, it may be observed that if ar';y of those agencies
.8
wer provide -the'r,/standard services to another agency"s clients, the

treatment would not be as effective as for the individuals who were the
. . . N M )
recipients’ for whom the services were initially designe\ This would tend
\
to indicate that such differential services to populations are necessary.

Recently, advocates }or handicapped youth have attacked this proce-
dure stating that these youth are systematically excluded from vocational
. v _

training (Halloran & Razeghi, 1981). They state\that one reason fgr this

-~

exclusion is the reluctance of the vocational instyuctor to work with stu-
dents who néed extra assistance since they havie not been trained to work
with this clientele. Such reluctance is a rational\reaction that could have

been predicted years ago when the mandate of P.L. 94-482 .was new and

-

orientation courses were unavailable. However, with the availability of

. -~
various inservice courses to familiarize instructors with these special needs
\ ~

clientele, such continuing reluctance must be interpreted as a formidable
barriér resulting from unaccepting attitudes.
"Based on enrollment figures, one observes. an .implicit resistance to

serving disadvantaged students as well (Lee, 1975)'.‘ This group, how-

N

ever, has several limitations which have not been addressed adequately to

. i
date. First, there have been few organized advocates - for this group
which could promote vocational education with equal zeal as for the handi-

capped. Second, the only educational area emphasized for the disadvan-

-

taged group has been Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act, which has specifically focused on improving early education programs:
“ -

Thus, while the disadvantaged population makes up a potentially large

.
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body of learners, there are nét curriculum content or methods areas which

give emphasis to their special learning needs.

Cooperative Governmental Agency Efforts /

Albright, Hasazi, Phelps, _anci Hull (1981) observe that current fed-

eral and state level activities promoting interagency cooperation are only at
" an "embryonic’“ stage at “this time. Several ageements have 'been’formu-'
lated at the(feder.al IeveIJbetween responsible governmental agencies, but
. fewer agreements . have been A developed between state level agene&’es'

Pt 3

Surveylng the 50 states, these authors né'ted that a[ major concern at the
state level was how effective ‘are, or will be, state IeveI agreements in
stimulating future comprehensive programmin_g at the local level. . For
example, CETA, vocationa';i rehabilitation, and 'special education all require
clients to have some form of individualized program plan which specifies
the nature and substance of required services. Since each of these agen-
cies ate req'uired to submitlstate plans ieentifying cooperative efforts, it
would seem Iikeiyh that these individual program plans will réflect this
cooperation as well. The authors noted that while some colleges and
universities have initiated efforts to train professionals in related agencies
to work with handicapped persons, considerable effort in this area is still
needbed.' " The ."driving force- béhind the.current emphasis on collaborative
agency efforts can be ‘traced to the federal government. TState ;govern-
ments, in turn, are ’required to submit their one or five, year plans stating
how they will comply. with federal guidétines. However,-it is at the lowest

level, i.e., the local level, where individual clients are served, and' that

the actual effucnency and effectiveness of such collaborative efforts are

measured. The "most critical I|nk in thls service deli\’ery chain, then
' v




appears to be at the local level where these -mandates must finally be

carried out, but where’ sufficient e per:tise may be lacking. ‘

Collaborative efforts appear to have good_ intentions, as implied by

7

. . B3 . . . .
examining areas suc¢h as, "problems of overlapping and duplication of

7 . .
services, .shogtages.of state doll rs,:lack of fedgral ginancial support to
. - ’ . Al

Y . -
implemen? r;egulations, and diversification of responsibilities over .many

agencies ... forcing.states ‘to reexamine their pattern, of delivery of ser-

N
vices (Burkha!ter & Waldon, (981) " |n the rehabilitation arena, articipar
~y .
tion i networks_ is uncommon. Here again' the major reason for this «
barrler appears fo be the "people problem This includes factors such as

- personnel attltudes, uanlllngness to share information. (competition be-

~

< tween, agencies), personnel overloa‘d in terms of extra work, ahd extra -

. requirements to  yet another level of bureaucracy. —~Tte second problem

] o . . .
they identified was the geographic separation bétween the agencies,in-
. . f

. ’ - ) . - - - " .
- _volved. This .factor -could be especially critical if some agencies were

4 s
.

local, some regipnal, and others statewide: There is consensus among
. . . , -
several authors that in order to facilitate Jany kind of collaboration effort,
s c : .
. . . . :
planners must farm an intermediate bureaucracy level above ‘the local and

I

below" the state level (Al’t?ght et al, 1981; Burkhalter & Walden, 1981;
rlntriliga*tor,' 1978)\:'5 Intrdigator (1978) has statedléat since educat+ona|

leaders™ hold positio‘ns at several levels of the_school governance system,

o

i.e., local and’ lntermedlate levéls, - cooperative efforts are thus facilitated.
+

-~ ”

This is am interesting dllemma, as was the specnallzed tralnnng for

13 -

staff resulting in little cros,s-agency integration. The establishment of an

intermediate level means that another level of bureaucracy is established,
2 [} ¢ .

with all its demands for money, time and manhpower, its development oft ¢

.\
cooperative policies, procedur‘e’s\, and practices, which consequently take

n

(‘ X , . b :107 / /_‘,\ -
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away from\ the +original effectiveness and efficiengy the individual agency
had previously° achieved.» One additional yet fundamental, problem might

| ~ ‘ -

| be |dent|f|ed WIth the development of cooperative- efforts; that problem is

] social \change. The two basic prnncnples of socnal th would app!y
‘ to the formaggg of coljaborative networks are number of persons |nvoIvedx<\(
‘and the m{z ivement of persons at the level where the proposed change}s
to occur (Zaltman & Duncan, 1977). |

I"

. M\ber of person’s involved. Zaltman and Duncan .(1977) state that

Lt h

" 4
. . the efficiency of the change process is .directly related to the number of

different people involved. Several %(ampues of this principle have alngady

been aIIudé to above. For example,~ federal cabinet officials can issue

la joint \memorandui,m- informing others of their concern for the establishment

of cooperative efforts. However at lower levels in any two agencies, there l

will be a dimimshlng percentage of mutual agreement between local staff,

\ . < ¢
snmply_,based on numbers ‘Albright, et. al. (1981) referenced a list df\
activities identified as important for establishing intefrfgenc.y'vagreements

~

designed by Tindall, et. al. (1979). The first three activities are opposite
in terms of establishimy substantial,-ql:lange between agencie . ’These
include: | (a) appoint a :epresentative from each agency, (b’)zek repre-
sentatives from varieus levels of programming from the participating agen-

cies, and (c) seek membersi{ips from advisory corm';t_tees, liaison groups,

\ . ~ and advocacy organizations (p. 586). jin principle, this procedure is

altrustic but in practice it may be self-défeating.

Involvement of personnel at the local level. The local level is where

P

.the final 'responsibility for. change is to reside, It is also where the
‘greatest eTfect of change may be observed and realized. . A cardinal prin-

qule for effecting change is to involve the people at the ‘level of responsi-

-

‘bility where change is to take placi. Basic to-effecting change among
104 1
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lo encies, is the need to inform participants of each agency of their .

Y A

relationships to other agencies. Since this has been noted as a problem

’” » . - 4
afea in the above discussion, subsequent change at the local level seems
v, ..

doubtful. . i -

- @ .
UNMET INSERVICE NEEDS” OF AGENCY PERSONNEL

-~

Bowen (1980) has reported that teacher education is faced with a
] A

number of challenges in p@aring teachers and other educational personnel
v .

to meet the mandates established by state and federal vocational and spe-

[

‘«cial* educatno}g -related legislation. 3he believes -that several of the prob-
v LA \_/ -
lems in teacher prepara ion programs exnst because special educators and

Vocational instructors have tr;adltlona‘llj een trained LW|thout interaction
with one another. That, is, edutators. in- eachﬂoub function in ignorance

,of the other group with' little or no coordjnation of efforts to improve

l

se,rvnces for 4£pecial needs learners. The comment by Sparks and Younie

(1969) that few |nsf.1fut|ons have reéognlzed the vocatlonal/career prepara-‘

‘tion needs\o%spemal populatlons is still valid today. Only a few colleges
“~
and universities, which recently became aware of the problems of educating

-

.
¥

personnel to work with special need\\stuﬁents, provide teacher preparé'glon

programs. . « \ "
Bowen (1980) also noted that a limited number of research and devel-

opment projects are being conducted ‘that examine the'role of special needs .
* 4 ..
personnel. Most of these studies hé\)e focused on ways in which to de-

.

velop the skills and leadership abilities necessary to work effectively with

speclal needs mdwnduals at the secondary and postsecondary levels and~
~ <
expand the vocational and career o‘tnons of those special needs -

&'rons o

‘éooula . S

thus,

14
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. ‘ \

Holmes (1975) reported research efforts which led him to conclude
that there is a lack of role definition and little desire to clarify those roles
among personnel from all three" agencies -- special education, vocatiohal

education, and vocational rehabilitation. In addition, he concludes that

. { . :
this research supports the need for cooperative agreements among these

”

jgencies and that meeting the needs of special needs individuals is not an

LY Ay

endeavor whicH si\'oul'd be approached by agencies or individuals in isola-

tion. N\ .
- ‘ %
Categotizing Competencies and Inservice Topics e

If cooperative interagency efforts aimed at serving the educafional
needs of a variety of special neédé 'Qopulations are to be carried out
effectively and efficiently, the.planning of these e.fforts..must. be planned
logically to deab with the wide range of complex issues and problems. In
additian, personnel involved in such agency or in.stitutional activities must
possess. adéqﬁate competencie‘s im appropriate are.as.

[

"In 1980, Peak and Brown noted that a demand has arisen in recent
[4 » * [

years of specialized training for vocational educators. This training must

facilitate the service of students with "special needs" who are enrolled in

regular vocational programs. The authors stated that this concern is

sharédiby educational planners at local, state, and na'ycli.onal levels. Since
the. eventual educational achievements of students are ‘greafiyq influenced by'
educato they, along wig*u other agency persgnnel with “parallel concérns(,
must possess the competencies and skills necessary to serve special needs

populations.

g b

»

Despite leéislat.ive mandates that were established during the 1970's to

serve students with wider ranges of abilities, handicaps, and cultural/

linguistic needs, recent studies have shown that teachers are not being

. ‘* .1{0\ ;
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. <.
prepared to cope with these issues dU/‘lng their initial teacher preparation
programs (Phelps, 1976; Hamllton & Harrington, 1979, Reynolds, 1980).

Peak and Brow{_(1980) reviewed numerous studies of special needs-related

educator competencies and found competency lists contalnlng from 16 to 384

competencies. Ho%ever, md|V|duaIIy, none of the competency lists was felt

\

to be comprehensive or complete. Through an analysis procedure utilizing
. :

several experts from the vocational special needs field as resources, many
of the previously identified competencies were assembled into a matrix

model incorporating 12 categories or "domains." Each of the %2 competéency
— .
areas was further reduced into four specific stages common to all major

L educational activities: (a) needs assessment, (b) planning, (c) implemeni:a-
tion, and (d) evaluation (See Figure 2). ’ *
% -~

The needs assessment phase focuses on a person's ability to identify

—

. . ° . ~
and measure.a client's educational needs. The planning phase focuses on,

. the ability to plan and prepare activities and materials while the delivery

-~ phase concerns skills related to the implementation of delivery of planning

activities and materlals Finally, evaluatioh refers to determining the

offeftiveness of materials and activities . used to meet specific |dent|fsed
. k] -
educational needs. s /

RN

\

by at least one member of the interagency group serving the special needs

y

-t
. client. These competency domains are defined as follows:

b 1. Teaching styles versus learning styles. The ability to use or to
. ) advise others .to use’st&yles of instruction which help the special
{ © “

. £ needs client to learn vocational skills and knowledgey

i
2. Students' ‘interpersonal s"kills The ab|I|ty to help speC|a‘I needs

’ L

s relationships with others. 1 1"
111 -

Each of the 12 domains of skills*listed in Figure 2 must be possessed”

w’

clients improve their understandmg of themselves and their i:-
. ) .
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FIGURE 2.

.
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A e

DOMAINS

’
Teaching styles verus
learning styles

Classroom social/educational
environment

Instructional physical
environment

Individualized education
programs .

Curriculum design and
modifications - v

I nstructional materials
Qpecial suppect - -
services .
Parents '

Commun i§y resources

Legislation &M regulations

Professional growth

and development
4

-

.. Student interpersonal skills

¢

[

Assessment

A Matrix of Special Needs-Related Educator Competencies

-PHASES ‘

Imp]em;wtation

Planning
Evaluation

-/

'3

Adapted from Peak, L. 'and Brown, J.. A conceptual framework. and process
‘ for identifying the Inservice needs of vocational educators serving special
& ne)eds populations, 1980, p. 20. : .
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, . . ) .
3. Classroom social-educational environment. The ability _to-maintain

o

clients to learn.

* 4. Instructional physical environment. The ability to plan and
¢ N

‘organize [the physical environment in ‘which special needs clients
]

.~
-

are se d.

- \ .
5. Individualized education programs. The ability to provide. the

.

) special training and/or services required1 by the client's Individ-
valized Education Program (IEP), or whicl"ever individualized

plan is used by the‘respective agency.'.

6. Curriculum design and modifications. "The ability to plan and

organize the curriculum to best meet the needs of special needs

&
¥

clients.

. t

- 7.” Instructional materials. The ability to educate special " needs

s

clients with instructional materials which’ match the ways in

-

whlch they learn most effectively.

8. Specnal support servnces, The ability to use an agencys or

i‘nstitution's support services (tutors,-' counselor , ihterp’reters,
| needs client.

and others) to supplement services to the spec
lu\!‘/‘

°Parents The ablllty to effectlvely mterac;c wnth the parents,
-guardian(s, or others related to the special needs client to better

meet the client's training nefds.

10: Community resources. The ability to use community resources to
: , ,

.

supplement efforts to serve sp)ecial needs clients.

1. Leglslatlve and requlations. The abiliti to educate special needs

cllents whnle complying with the rules and regulations which

apply to those individuals.

Q ‘ ‘113 1 15&"’ :
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/ ' a desirable social environment which will encourage special needs '
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12. P\rofessionalgtrowth and development. The ability to develop,"and

carry out plans to grow professionally in order to more e':ffec—
tively serve special needs ctients.

" This competency matrix represents a classification syste’n‘\ that can be
useful “when categorizing and examining the broad range of competencies
and activities applicable.to these related agencies. The competenties
identified herg are beIieve;i to bé common to the efforts to be pursued‘
cooperatlvely by members of special education, vocatlonal edugation, CETA,
and vocational rehabilitation. If personnel who are trained to functlona
within these programs are to effectively serve special needs, clients, they
must recognlze that these clients have un|que needs and that personnel in
each agency must be competent at meeting-such needs. Although some

personnel function in specific competency domains, the- collective staff

resources of those agencies should address all of the competencies con-

~ '
tained within the competency matrix in Figure 1. Thus, the matrix may

serve ‘both asma'n effective organizer for structuring interagency coope'ra-
% ; .
tive efforts and as a set of criteria for identifying the collective staff

competencies . needed.

FACTORS AFFECTING PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT WHICH WILL
FACILITA;E OR LIMIT COOPERATVE EFFORTS

4

Maitlen (1980) stated her belief that the dévelopment of working
relationships between CETA and the varlous education systems is "bound
to havé-tups and dowas (p. 1)." One of the typical "roadblocks" to inter-

agency cooperation |dent|f|ed by Maltlen is that educators and CETA per-

sonnel" often tend to thlnk that the two systems are at odds with one

another, and that they are so different in their structure 3hat they simply

cannot. ,work together effectively. Although there are differences in the

]
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way the two systems are structured, potential collaborators mqst' focus on’

. v

the advantages of those-differences and the belief thi¥t the systems can-

work together if they are willing to commit themselves to the effort. One

.

of the first steps toward that goal is to recogfiize the differences in the
systems which must be dealt with, including:

] Differences in the plahning and fund'ing cycles,

® Differences in the start-up times of the two systems (schools are

on school years, CETA is on a fiscal year, and the real world is
‘

on a calendar year!)

° Differences in procurement systems,

B

" - ‘, . 3 ‘. . . -
e Differences in accounting; monitoring, and evlluation systems,

5 and priorities, ) ‘

. Diffe’rences lin pay structures and ten;.lr'e (of clients), and

e  Differences in" the scope of target populatic‘ms‘(CETA deals with
a portion of education's total population) (Maitlen, 1980, p. 6).

" Intriligator (197'8) stated that organizations, ~\:vhen conceiv.ed of as

social systems (i.e, agencies and institutions), must neg'essarlly exchange
- b

resources and interact with other swstems in their external ‘environment.

" These interactions may be initiated by the organization,' be imposed by
. . - - .
forces. within the environment, or by the result of joint planning efforts

by a specific agency or other organizations within its environment. As the
study of organizations has matured, Intriligator feels the systems approach

has focused attention on the tendency with which an agency interfaces

with the other agencies/institutions in its enviror}r‘hent. Leavitt, Pinfield,

and Webb (1974) state that within this context the organization and its

members behave: !




\

- 3 \
K "... alternatively [as] recipients of environmental pressuges-and

% active, modifiers of their society. Self-directing system$ "must
adjust both temporarily to external contingencies and reorganize,
"themselves on a more permanent basis to deal with changed

i enwronments They have to ride with the punches and learn
how to counteract (p. xix)."

4

»

CHANGES NEEDED WITHIN HIGHER EDUCATION/ )

It cannot be stated toc‘a often. or too strong!}l, that, althoug):r*these
* four agen::ies serve populations with slight differences in character:isticé,
5' they seek similar- outcomes. .Several of these:agenc_ies havé persor;nel who

)

perform sirgilar 'jobs and even have similar job titles.” The major differ-
ences are in. the treatment of individuals through spevcific methods that‘
optinﬁe their vocational opportunities. Such organizations can interact in
ways ch.aracteristic of a symbl'otic cqn;'ortium (Chin, 1974). .This type .of
or)gamzatlon is one where agencnes share services which are complementary
to each “other. This framework adheres to two” fundamental prmcnples

First, each agency is seen as being the best single agency to serve theirj
par.ticular clientele. S;acond, the continuity of services to the individual
will be best achieved as a result of each agency providing tI)e majority of
services to-meet the client's needs within their own agency and only a.:fter
they ex!haust their resourceé,\ or acknowledge their Iimitatio‘ns, would the
client be referred to any of the other outside agencies. Based ‘on these

two principles, the needs of these agencies appear to be best served

through a continu{&y model of services (Shorr & Natting, 1977).
. .

Role of Higher Educatiop

24

Higher education institutions hold an‘important role in the future
~ development of collaborative services and .agreements since they can pre-

- pare staff members to transition into these new and demanding roles which

have been thrust upon*them.' Basic policy and practice changes at the
Q ’ N . T‘G \\ 12,3
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local levels ;vill require a degree of change in higher education as well.
This fact is evident since th.e staff from these local agencies require, for
the most part, at least a baccalaureate degree. Thus, colleges and univer-
sities will need to develop training programs for pr:e-ﬁand inservice per-
sonnel directed ;t examining the basic servige componenis of each of these
;gencies. An additional concern which must\?)e considered 4n the °proyince
of higher edggﬁ_tibn is the efficient use of existing programs while not

. - .
.« overburdening facult

y with major demands in new subject areas or the
accommodation of large numbers of ‘new enrollees. "The following two
exampies L might be employed ih college and university programs, each

based on "prep}‘g‘%‘wg different numbers of qualified staff for local’ agencies.
% : o ,

All participarm{ One aIfernative would be to expose every enrollee

in special education; vecational education, and vocatiogal rehabilitation to
specific coursa content a‘nd methods relati.ng to each of the others, ‘as well
as to CETA's areastof expertise. Such-a course could be offéred’at either
the pre- or inservice level. Instructors for such' a course(s) would be
,A\drawn frém alreag'y existing college or uﬁK/ersity progréms and local C'ETA
administrative staff. While this would facilitate the preparation of individ-
uals with critical 'sk;lls to be‘"applicable in any location any state, sev-

eral problems ‘are inherent in this model which are elaborated as follows.

1. Availab‘ility of trained personnel. One major _problem is the

limited availability of. personnel trained in all four discipline

. {~-~areas. Not all higher education institutions may have programs
in* special educatioh and vocational education and fewer may offer
vocational rehabilitation programs. In addition, the availability

of qualified instructors released from other class responsibilities

to teach a mew course mayfurther limit the use of this model.

117
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Mandating licensure. Most teaching certificates specify minimum
courses to be taken for state licensure requirements. I;nterh
agenc" coliaborati\(et str;tegies may not be of high priority for
many trainees or existi‘ng staff members, despi'te the fact that

the future may require these skills just as there is a developing

"demand for computer’ literacy. Thus, in order to prepare indi-

viduals for future responsib—ilities, such a course may be xman- )
dated at a state level through a certification® department,' or
mandated within each educational institution of higher" learning as
required to complete programs fo'r certification. Either of which
would require additional -agreements among still other agencies
that have not been @eherally collaborative in the past (i.e.,

’

higher education and CETA). .

.

Organized resistance at the local level. One potential problem to’

consider seriously would be Iocgl qppositibn to a'new, mandated
requirem;eﬁt such as the above sugggstion.. This opposition
might be even more reactive since more than one group is in-
v'olvéd. Fu’rthermore, in the area oflspecial education, many
,pr;acticing'teachers at the preschoot and elementary levels of
education éc;uld justifiably complain that such training would be

r : - .

useless for their professional.development.

Selective participants. An alternative route to follow, potentially

leading to the same desfinétion, is to train selected members of each of -
these four agencies to serve ih spécialiZed roles. With this approach the

individual would be responsible for acquiring knowledge about each discj-

~

pline through course work or practicum experience. Thus, no special type ]

of higher education programs need be developed, although this should not

- - \
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be dismissed outright. However, to ensure that this position will be
acknowledged in the service field and programmed for in the college or

~

univsrsity,somé incentives must be developed by the state departments of
education such as a special certification, an add-on endorsement, Jénpd
poésibly monetar{/ incentives as well (i.e. shared reimbursement by several
state -agencies), It would appear that some of the problems identified
abO\;e rmay be relieved to some degr:ee by using this approach to personnel

preparation.

1. Availability of trained personnel. While this plan would still call

" for college or university instructors to provide knowledge about
the procédures’and operations of each agency, this could con-
ceivably be accomplished through existing courses, p;'imarily of
the introductory-administrative  type. In some locales where
vocational rehabilitation _traiﬁing staff would not be availa;ble,
local vocational rehabilitat-ion counselors might be used in a

-

. visiting professor type role to -provide an introductionn to their
agency's processes. ‘A similar arrangement might be made with
selected CETA staff.

2. Mandating Jicensure.  Mandating a certificate or an add-on

endorsement for a few persons responsible for interageﬁcy coor-
dination rather than for all persons within these educational
\disciplines would probably be more acceptable to all agel;\cies.
The use of a variety of incentives such as tuition reimbursement,

‘ ’

special role identification, salary .increments’ for the individual,

and partial salary' reimbursement through these state offices,

would probably do much to recruit sufficient numbers of instruc-

tors from within these existing specialized programs to assume

these new roles.
119 .




3. ' Organized resistance at the local level. By using a system- of

reimbursement and other incentives, plus the fact that such -

roJes would be optional and that persons elect véluntarily to

enter it, there may be reason to believe that less opposition

would be encountered at the local level. In fact, a situation in

which each agency would have its. own representative, trained

from their philosophical perspective, with direct ties to other

service delivery staff, would tend to promote such coopérati‘ve

/ . & X
efforts by these agencies and acceptance of those training proce-

dures. ' ‘ .

CONCLUSIONS

The activities discussed in this paper related to cooperation, coordina-

tion, collaboration, and linkages are relatively new endea\(eors for some of

the four ‘agencies that served as the basis for the discussion. Several

pbints need to be addressed in this refrain. The first deals with an
P : '

underlying, but subtle implication for change. While many factors point‘

directly to this need, few of the authors ‘reviewed have.actually been bold

enough to directly recommend it. Change is both inevitable and desirable

- 3

at this point in time. Given the severe limitations on various resources of

n'iany service agencies, those persons, groups, and institutions who resist

. ‘ ) e e
change and fail to plan for change‘ demonstrate to the world their I!mlted

commitment to their profession'\s/longevity and development.

Cooperation, collaboration, coordinatioif\, and the development of

' . . 3 - »
linking agreements between refated service agencies will require not only *

changes in policies and behavioral practices of each agenéy',\ but also

changes in competency levels, attitudes, and behavior patterns of staff
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withjn them, ™ Chan°ge; within staff could be accomplished through appr"o-
priate pre- or inservice, training programs docated i;w institutions of higher ‘
education. However:, even this solution %or'pro'blems at ths local level may
require chang‘es"_ill'me ’socme college or university Grograms. This is a good
-example. of a i"r‘ip{plle effect" in which outside forces in the environment *
impact upon different organizati6n§ th'at érg peripheral to the locus of
,action. Forees acting in an unidirectional rﬁ%ner usually cause organiza-
tions to respond eithe:- positively or: negatively. ;Resistgnce to the statuk

s

quo may have its underpinnings in the philosophy of the individual or

»

group but this can not be used to justify' their narrow-minded_"pursuits at

»

the eéxpense of any given group of eligible clients. Planning activities ~

®  which consider alternative consequences to present and future goals and

activities of organizations will enhance the likelifbod that these organiza*
tions will prevail over changes expected duting the coming decade.
The decade of the 1980's wid see continued and increased changes in

most aspects of our personal and professional lives. At this time, it is not
. 3

known whether programs that'v‘v‘ere_e established last year or last week may

‘ i)e eliminated at any timey Hc?w?v;ér, if termination does not occur, ‘some
‘of these programs may be so ‘drastically altered 'Ehat little resemblance t
their presé:tg form will remain. \lllow far and how fast change can occur
between related organ}zation; is hqt well established. Continuing research

efforts are still needed. As Intriligator (1980) has stated, it is unfortun-

‘ .ate that most of the réesearch on inierorggnizational relations,is based upon

basic assumptioris that are, in general, well accepted but have little empiri-~

! -

cal evidence to back them up. . S .

e ' Threehimp'licit assumptions of iqterorganization research have been

s identified by Aldrich (1970) and- include: (a) cooperative relations are

\
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4

_assured to be '"good," since they facilitate higher organizational perfor-

‘'mance and efficient, non-duplicated use 'of resources; (b) ecooperation

among organizations will cause resources to be maximized and innovations

to*?be -developed; and (¢) formalization of interorganizational research is
£ .

-

™ - . .
- the best way to deal with changing federal, state, and local environments.

-

In the realm of special needs' populations where several related agencies

L]

‘\siﬁmultaneouyy bperate_, verification of these assumptions is a high priority

' that can no longer be ignored.

. -

—N
Meers (1981) recently stated his belief that our society is now at a

»

¥

point in time where local and state educational agencies must assume the
A} . >

¢

responsibility to deliver quality education to -all citizens. Until coop,;arative
linkages are formed between noneducational human service agencies afd
educational agencies so that fhé total range~of,necessary services are
.brovfded'to special needs individuals who need them, the needs of those
. individuals will not be met. Meers feels that, as inadequately served
.' persorts grow older and increas'e in nt:lmbers, society’'s problen(s will in-
" ¢rease correspondingly. Thus, it would seem apparent that current and
past- agency pr"acﬁt‘ﬂes must be examined and alternative interor;ganizatioT:I
procedures developed‘ in order to avoid an early retirement or untimel
demise for those organizations. As Confucious said (n.d.) "If a man takes

no thought about what is distant, he wiill find sorrow close at hand."

-
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v Program Evaluation in CETA/Vocational Education,

Special Education, and Vocational Rehabilitation Linkages

¢ , '

George A. Korn, Bureau Director
Program Audit and Assistance
Division of Special. Education

Massachusetts Department of Education

'y

The evaluation of/\CETA/Vocational Edf_Jcation program”s for special
seeds students/clients(fis an area of greaf complexity . This c'omple>£ity is
the result of Iegislatién and regulatory mandates emﬁnating from §everal
sources.  Although such legislation and its subsequent Fegulation by
different offices at the nation&l level have common elements, they vary
significantly in mary facets resulting in diff".rcultyybly state and local ser-
vice providers to organize and evaluate theiry results.‘ This paper will
attempt to ldentnfy the problems of implementing, operatmg, and maintain-
ing CETA/Vocational Education programs for specnal needs students/cllents
and the use of evaluation as a tool to facnlltate progrgm developmentepd

. A
maintenance.

BACKGROUND OF LEGISLATION

The focus of this paper on CETA/vocational education wspecial ;ﬁca—
tion, and vocational rehabilitation linkages emphasizes the 'thr:ee separate
legislative action_s‘and regulations. When aitempting to evaluate_‘)programs
and effective linkages to assist hand'icapped j dividuals, conside‘ration mu-st
be given to some of the snmlarmes and differg which exist between
the -source of authority ahd funds for a pastlcu . ogram. While all of

us would most likely agree that the coordination of“pfograms from various

agencies is desirable, we are mitigated in implementing some programs and
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linkages by discrepancies in regulation and procedure adopted to implement

those regulations. ' . -
[l * . .

Vocatiqnal education has the lead in these ‘areas, if 6n|y by the virtue

of being the oldest, since it-has been a federal pmorlty ‘since World War l.

Vocational education orlglnally was developed to meet the needs.of our

rd 1] \
nation's industries and to train skilled workers -in a variety of vocational

-

areas. Wlth the passage of the& Vocatlonal Amendments of 1976, new em-

y\ )

'phasis was given by\P.L. 94-142 to the a55|stance of handicapped and

disa_dvaq_taged students. This emphasns was built apon prevnous revisions

" ' I3 '

and specifically allocated 30 percent df all vocational ,v,educetion tunds to the

handicapped and disadvantagedl Specific funds were set aside for the-

handicapped (10 percent, Section 110a) and fpr.‘the disadvantaged (20
percent, Section 110b). Sdch set aside funds must b_e expended for

'programs to provide vocational services to the target population. How-

.
-

ever, these funds are computed by states on a state-wide basis. This

1 A

. . v N N4
method of computation allows for some schools to emphasize programs for

" non-handicapped and non-disadvantaged stt:xdents without any efforts

f

towards instruction for the handicapped and‘ disadvantaged. This cen
result in‘serv'ices cluster:ing in. areas where adm:inistrative and local inter-
est ,grc;ups wish to emphasize prog’F)ms,for thq; handicappéd .- Depending
then on the area‘in which a handicapped Ai,g'\djividual resides,,'vocational

education prodra}ns may or may nat exist. lj ‘ .

Next to be introduced was CETA the ngré‘pf:éhensive E\mplo'yment and
Training Act in® 1§:13 At that tlme the CETA mandate was to ,open the
door/ of the job market to unemployed people . CETA em}iisis was placed

on classroom trannlng, work skllls, and movemfnt» into a job after a limited

»

_ period of CETA employm_gnt. CE'I‘A was |nit|atrd at a time of high national

a
-
+ ’
. o ' -
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" unemployment and ,was designed to provide skills to the chronically unem-

ployed. As .CETA went about its essigned task it was found’ that a large
segment of the population wasanot Feceiving trai.ning in voc_etional areas as
provided by tne Vocational Educatién Act. This~populetion wes in part
characterized by low ability as measured/i; various tests, racial and

ethnic characteristics, sex and r\andicapping conditions. Although original-

- N
K—\,A CETA Regulations did not exclude hanglicapped, individuﬂs, they -did re-

4

2

quire the same economic and, employment indicators for.:entry as were
required for the non-hangdicapped.
The 1979 regulations for CETA_ reinforced a commitment to the handi-

capped young adultsang there are .now new vocational education services

available with CETA resources. “With the 1979 Regulations, It is now

‘possible for a young adult with a nandicap to be considered "economically‘

disadvantaged" as long as that individual has reached the age of 16. |

Special education at the national level was revised and strengthened

~

with the passing of P.L. 94-142, This law was a revision of previous

statute (P.L. 93-380) and represented changes to further define a free
and appropriate public education. Public Law 94-142 is perhaps the most

. . )
restrictive in that it specifically requires procedures in the areas of pro-

I

e\\ﬁram provision and parental input into the process of developing an indi-

1

vidualized ed,ucatlon plan. While special eH‘Ucation under P.L. 94- 142 is

designed for all handicapped individuals from pre-school up to age 21 this

paper will fddress only those studerits who are df secorfdary school ages \

- (C.A. 14 to 21). °Vocational education for the handicapped is specifically

" addressed in the regulatmns for P. L 94-142 by the Code of/ReguIations

. ” 9

LS

"Each public agency shall take steps to insure that its
handicapped.children have available to them the,variety
of educational programs and services available to

. : ' 13,3 oL |
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non-handicapped children in the area served by that
agency, including art, music, industrial arts, con-
sumer and homemaking education, and vocational edu-
cation.

Comment. . . .. Moreover, vocational ‘education pro-
grams must be_ specifically designed- if necessary to
enable a handicapped student to benefit fully from
those programs; and the set-aside funds under- the
Vocational- Education Act of 1963; as amended by P.L.
94-482, may be used for this purpose (45 CFR
- 121a. 305)." - :

b ’

. As can be seen by this quotation from the Code of Federal Regulations,
P.L. 94-142 is closely tied to P.L. 94-482 as it relates to provisien of °
' A y' .

vocational education for handicapped Individuals.

o

* One flnal law must be considered for closure to the background of
this paper. Pubhc Law 93- 112 which governs the pr3v1510n of vocat:onal
rehabilitation services to the handicapped, must also be considered in
relation to its impact on linkages between CETA/vocational education and
special education, 4 he Reh‘abi,litation Services Administration with its state
cou'ntef*part' should be a partner in the prm@sion of services to handi-
capped in‘cl\ividt.;als.J While vocational. rehabi‘litation has no direct responsi-
'bility for a student while in school, they have an ﬁﬁe?eat in the success
of that mdnv:dual ||?1 the program “Should the individual fail the pnogram

N .

and be placed ohly to quit or be flred from the job, then it will 'Ike}K/

the vocational ;ehabllltatﬁon congmissnon in the state who will be requested

A3

i
employable. Té this ‘end, the vocational rqha |I|tat|on agency in each state

to provide addltlonal vocational training to th[m'dividu’al to make him/her
should ‘be a part of the pIan development process to assurethat the exper.-
tlse and knowle&ige of the employers and their expectations are consndered,'
in ‘the vocatnonal training. For the vocational rehabiltation agency, the

¢+ input to asspre tl@t the individual is. su,ccessfully ‘placed is critical, so

e

! ) . . “ )
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inat services need not be provided at a later date. To gef~the training

~

\done correctly and avoid the failure at a later date are both p.sychologl-

ally . desirable for the individual and fiscally desirable for the agency

A Y jre.

REGULATORY OVERLAP AND ITS PROBDEMS' FOR EVALUATION
= . - -

Eva!uation of programs in concert with the regulatory authority is

.actomplished with relative ease. Howevel, when evaluation is attempted of

«

prggrams combining several independent - laws and,sgts of ;"egulations,
certain accommodatlons must be n;a.ae' Prior to fépecifying .some of those
accommodations, it is helpful tc; understand the cogplexity of comblned
programming introduced by varying regulatlor(é\ﬁqure.J sets side by
side the definitions of handicapped from P.L. 94-142 and the definitions of

disadvantaged from P.L, 94-482. .Specifically, notice the definition of

learning disabled under 94-142 and 'the,definition of "academic disadvan-

o

tage" under 94-482. . ’ . .

"Learning disabilities" is defined as "imperfect ab\i.lity to listen, -think,

R

speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical calcu% " MAcademic

ghsadvantage" |s defined as "(1)' Lacks reading and wrltlng skills, (2)
< ‘
Lacks mathematical skills, or (3) Performs below grade level." These two

-~

definitions are nearly identical. However, 'ghey ariseparate and distinct

in funding allocations ‘based on a difference in populations. Evaluators

bg .
must be aware that in making determinations%about programs the allowable

-

individual may be either handicapped or disadvantaged depending on the '

definition used u.n‘der the applicable law.

’

The eVeropment of linkages’ between CETA/vocational education,

Lo

s

s

special edu tion, - and vocational rehabilitation have' within tj‘m many

[4
dlstmct adva tages. These advantages -are sufficiently large that they

offset the proNems of evaluation which come with Qhe inter-mingling of

\ T |
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< * Definitions of Handicapped and

P.L. 94-142
4PETIAL EDUCATION -

. "Serioysly emotionally disturbed" is
defined as followss o

1. 'The term meaﬁs a condition exhibiting

one or more of the following character-
istics over a long period of time and to
a marked degree, which adversely
affects educational performance:

a. An inability to learn which cannot

be explained by intellectual, sensory,
factors;

{n inability to build or maintain
isfactory interpersonal relation-
ships with peers and teachers;

c. Inappropriate types of behavior or

feelings under normal circumstances;
d. A general pervasive mood of un-
happiness or depression; or

e. A tendency to devélop physical
symptoms or fears associated with
personal or 'school problems.

2. The term 'includes children who are
schizophrenic or autistic. The term
daes not include children who are

. social maladjusted, unless it is
determined that they are seriously'

. emotionally disturbed.

"specific learning disability” means
a disorder in one or more of the basic
psychological processes involved in
understanding or in using language,
spoken or written, which may manifest
itself in an imperfect ability to listen,
think, speak, read, .write, spell, or to
do mathematical calculations. The term
ineludes such conditions as_ perceptual

FIGURE 1
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Disadvantaged -

-P.L. 94-482

VOCATIONAL EBUCATION

1. The term "disadvantaged" .
means persons (other than handi-
capped persons) who:

a. Have academic or'ecoﬁomic
disadvantages; and

. b.

Require special services,

' assistance, or programs in order
to enable them to succeed in
vocational education programs
(Sec. 195(16);20U.5.C.2461).

2. "Academic disadvantage," for
the purposes of this definition
of "disadvantaged," means that

a person:

~.a. Lacks reading and writing
skills; .
b. Lacks mathematical "skills; or

c.

Performs below grade level.

3. UEgenomic disadvantage,”
for the purposes of this defini-

a.”
\\|OW

b.

tion of "disadvantaged," means:
4

Family income is at or be-
national poverty level;

Participant or parent(s) or

guardian of the participant is
unemployed;

C.

<
Participant or parent of

participant is recipient.of pub-
lic assistance; or

d.

alized or under state guardianship
(Implements Sec.140;2U.5.C.2370).

13y

Participant is institution-

-

'



‘- ’ v o

handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain 4. Eligibility for participation in

dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental . the special programs supported
.aphasia. The term also does not include under 104:801 is limited to persons
children who have learning problems . who (because of academic or eco-
which are primarily the.result of visual, nomic disadvantage):

hearing, or motor handicaps, of mental )

retardation, or ‘of envirgnmental, cul- a. Do not have, at the time of
tural, or-economic disadvantage. , entrance into a vocational

education program, the pre-
requisites for success in the
program; or who o

b. Are enrolled in a voca-
; tional education program but
., . require supportive services
r . : or special programs to enable
. them to meet the requirements
for the program that are
established by the state or
the local educational agency.

diverse regulatory requirements which make evaluation difficult. Each'of

these four service providers ploss'ess similar requirements for a plan to

meet the individual needs of the student/client. Each abency develops an
«

individual plan. Each agency also has the basis of an inter-disciplinary

team to develop the plan. While again there are subtle differences, some

evaluators. may wish t\o key in on evaluation of the program .from this
common element. Evaluation of the program by quar}tif'ying the number of

v studeﬁts/clients who supcessfully meet all of their objectives is a viable
method of determining that the program is offering services which are
meaningful. Figure 2 shows the individual plans and their main foci.

Each agency .has similar aims, and ‘although there are differences' in

the terms and céntent, the plans are all individual and constructed in
equivalen;c styles. Linkages between these agencies have as their strong-

. ' -
est hond the commonality of their plans for the individual student/client.

\

o " EE |
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FIGURE 2 |
- P ] |
Agencies' Individual Plans and General Objectives |
* |
TN AGFNCY INDIVIDUAL PLAN GENERAL OBJECTIVES |
: . 1
CETA 1. Assess readiness for |
. " Employability employment. . |
Development Plan (EDP) 2. States barriers to employ- |
ment. ’ |
\ 3. States training needs and |
. how they can be met.
N 4. Specifies plan for placement
. in unsubsidized employment. -
Vocational ’ .
Education Individual Vocational 1. Assessment of occupational-
Education Plan (IVEP) area.
. . 2. Specifies skills necessary.
3. Sets goals for training.
i
Special 1. States goals for learning.
Education Individual 2. Specifies curriculum,
Educational Plan (IEP) materials, teacher, and
outcomes.
: 3. May in the case of industrial '
~ . arts or occupational educa-
. tion, specify training in shop.
Voeational . . - ‘
Rehabilitation Individual Written . 1. States vocational re- .
Rehabilitation Plan (IWRP) habilitation goals.
. 2. Specifies objectives and
services.
¢ 3. Specifies timelines. ]
4. Establishes employability. N
COORDINATING CETA/VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
SPECIAL EDUCATION, AND VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION PROGRAMS
. With the federal emphasis on interagency coordination and coopera-
tion, there are many interagency agreements which address the combined »
- 13

efforts to develop successful programs for the handicapped young adult.




. ) .
Most such agreements are difficult to develop since the state directors of

CETA, vocational educatlon:\znd special education are deallng " with the
lack of agreement, between the .laws and regulations. Many agreements
have been put into effect in a number of states with co’nsiderable efforts.
\by./ the people, to get‘agencies to agree. While this laudible effert has
achieveq agreement in principle, it has not assisteo many local agencies to
implement programs at the Iocal‘ level. Such programs which are i‘nn‘ovat'ive
and serve a large number of handicapped are usually the result of enlight-
eneo_ efforts in a particular Iocéjity.\\These programs are no 'generally.
available on a state-wide basis. For the state ageney, this presents some
particular problems which will be'addr‘essed later in this paper. ‘

The interagency agreements are only steps which allow change. They
do not bring change .in and of’themselves. Often such agreements are
reached at the Commissioner andAAssistant Commissioner levels and are not
uﬁ\derstood or supported at the regional office or local offiee IeveIs
Considerable effort continues to be reqmred to get agenC|es at the reglonal
and local levels to agree on the implemeritation of agreements. This prob-
lem is frequently evident .in the forms of lack oi_'*time allotment to staff to’
attend meetings required to coordinate the services, and linking the ef-
forts &vseveral agencies to the plan for the individual. -

_.The effective ewvaluation can illicit to bear some of these concerns on
the problems of implementation of the interagency agreement. The critical
element in development and mamtenance Imkages between the agencies is
the coordination.at the local !evel; that is, the cooperation- of the case
‘workers at the local level op thé development of the individual plan.' For

CETA, vocational education, and special education to link services, it is

necessary for these agencies to have representatives who meet regarding




" specific objectives of ‘the individual plan. This plan may be called the
. .

EOP, IVEP, IEP, or IWRP, and may bé delivered by one agency or a

combination of the agencies. What is <important is that each agency which
, . * - . ) -~

is linking to provide services, has a representative at the multi-disciplined

team meeting to participate, comment, and help guide the development of

* thegd lan. Orgu;\e< the plan is developed it will be \representative of the

4
i3

agencies present. If a change of agencies does occur during the pl_én,
there is ample coordination to assure the individual will not be lost be-

tween the "cracks" in the provision of services.

Evaluation, if centered on theﬁ success of the individual in 'his/her.

" attainment of goals, can document the success of the program by the

individual receiving ,service. Current federal -guidelines for evaluation of

federal projects are not built in this capacity, but can ‘b7 modified as to

" permit this type of evaluation.

.

EVALUATION METHODS ',

‘Evaluation of educational programs need to be considered in light of
their intended use. This concept applies regardless of the origin of the
program being CETA, vocational education, special education, or vocational

rehabilitation. The role of evaluation may bé many things... |
7
"it may form part of a teacher training activity, of the -
process of curriculum development, of a field experiment
connected with the improvement of learning theory, of an
.investigation preliminary to a decision about purchase or
rejection of materials; it may be data-gathering, supporting
a request for,.tax increases or research support, or a pre-
liminary to reward or punishment of people in an executive
'crain'nkg:jf program, a prison, or a classroom. Failure to

make\this rather obvious distinction between the roles and '

s .7 goals of evaluation, not necessarily in this terminology, is

one of the factors that has led to the dilution of the pro-
cess of evaluation to’the point where it can no longer serve

as a basis for answering the questions which are its goal
’ (Scriven; 1964)." )

136
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the handicapped individual and participate in developing the gemergl and "’

T
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in thg evaluation of program Iinkagés it islimportant to (identify the
purpose of the information being gatheréd. If the program is being eval'u-
ated on the basis of the numb,er- of handicapped students who graduate and
find successful employment, then data on individual students achieving
educational goals may be apprépriatgl If the purpose is to documént the
cost-effectiveness of the program, it may be'nécessary to gather diffe)*ent
or .additional information. If the purpose is to meet federal program re-
quirement; for evaluation, still different iﬁformation‘ngedﬁ to be gather‘ed;

The federal requirements to receive funding under P.L. 94-142 are ex-

pressed in the USOE/BEH, P.L. 89-313, and Part B Administrative Manual,

V-B-1. .CETAAvocationél education, speciaf‘ education, and wvocational

rehabilitation linkages using this funding should attempt to deal with the

~

criteria set forth in, this manual. Such requiréments create the context for
the programs and the evaluation of programs. By general categories the
following information is required for P.L. 94-142 funded programs:

1. Special Education Services

2.  Child-centered Obijectives T

3. Size, Scope, and Quality

4. Coordination with Local, State, and Other Federal Efforts '

5. Evaluation : . . “

6. .Dissemination and Reporting

-

\ Projects that are funded with P.L. 94-142 money and provide direct
services to stt:ldents must be evaluated in terms of the impact of such
services on the educational achieverﬁent of the students serveq, and other
major pr'ojec.:t objectives. .

The same USOE/BEH Manual also states:

. . S——
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IMportance of Evaluation:

“"Essential to every project is the process of appraising -
what is happening or has happened as a result of the

« expenditures of effort and money. Evaluation’is important
to those who conduct the project as a part of their ongoing
efforts to achieve their goals and to keep educators and
members of the commumty appralsed of educational develop-
ments.' s

"Into. each mstructlonai hour of each project there must be
built a critical self-evaluation of how that segment of the
- project contributed to the overriding project objectives of
meeting educational needs of handicapped children. Much
of this evaluation may be subjective in nature, some may be
fragmentary, some gay be* intuitive based on only slight
dbservable change in student behavior, but all such assess-
ment should be considered and allowed to contribute to
continued direction of the project activities."

"Evaluation 'is an ongoing process, done periodically and
consistently if a cause-effect relatidnship is to be identified
between what the teacher does and how the student re-
sponds. Evaluation reinforces good teaching by identifying
what teaching procedures and materials yield the greatest
benefits. The_greatest beneficiaries of effective evaluation
are therefore the teachers and students concerned."

g

Method of Evaluation:

"Methods and procedures to be used in, evaluating each
X project in terms of its stated objectives and of its impact on
the educational achievement of participating handicapped-
children shall be described in detail™in an application.
Project funds should not be used extensively for the devel-
opment of new test instruments where none are available.
It is appropriate to use subjective data based on carefully
collected records and descriptions when objective data are
* not available."

The evaluation uséfu!ness depends on knowledge of the uses of the
summary, the skills of the individual(s) gathering the data, and prodchng '
the réport, There are three common ways to conduct an evaluation: .

1. The procurement of an independent evaluator.

2. Evaluation by the project director o}' administrator.

3. A staff person from the project who works under the direc~
tion of the project director. Y

138 1
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while all three ways can produce the desired evalt.;ation, there are
obvious benefits depending on tt;e'pr‘oject and other co—ncerns; such as,
community and the amount of funds involwved. Probably the most useful
type of evaluation is that which is ongoing and helpful to the staff and
students in the project. A formative evaluation‘at or near the mid-point
of the project is useful. .The evaluator jn a vocational training program
for handicappéd students can be a great asset in that he/she brings in a
view of the project uncluttered by inbred feelings born of desires to see
this project in a most positive light. The independent evaluator can assist

in fine tuning a vocational training project.

STATE-WIDE EVALUATION SYSTEMS AND EFFORTS

Most states have standards for evaluating the delivery of services to
stucients. The methods vary, and in most cases have been developed
within one agency to answer its needs to document efforts for achieving its

\
goals. In Massachusetts there does notexist a state-wide evaluation
system capable of evaluating all programs which could be conducted through
lipkages with CETA/vocafional educétipn, special education, and vocational
rehabilitation. These agenéies do have to varying degrees, systems of
evaluation. i

However, the Department oi Education, Division of Special Education,
has developed an extensive system for the monitoring and evaluation of
aer:vice elivery to handicapped children undt;r the Massachusetts Law,
Chapterg@ and P.L. 94-142. This system uses two major tools: a Pro-
gram Audit and a Compliance Review. Both tools were developed by the

Department with the need to monitor and evaluate special education but not

vocational training.




.

The Program Audit involves extensive effort including (1)‘ a self

‘evaluation>by the school system, (2) a review of randomly selected"files,

/

and (3) an on-site visit to conduct ihterviews with a number of partici-
pants in the educational process including parents. The Program Audit

does look at some vocational training plans, but only in the context of the

special education component. Thei Program» Audit tool uses a team of
people from other school sy(s\t/ems to conduct the on-site interviews. Pro-

gram Audit is valuable and informative, but it is al'so expensive and time=-

~

consuming. Presently, many school systems in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts have received a Program Audit, and in the future neargy all
of the school systems will be audited. C/

The Compliance Review involves nearly the same elements. However,

the on-site visit is conducted by. state department personnel, and many of

-

the assessments are more limited in their scope. Eighty percent of all the
school systems in Massachusetts have received either a Compliance Review

or a Program Audit since the implementation #6f Chapter 766 in September

of 1974. i

.

State evaluation systems are difficult to establish and control quality

since they must address so many variations in local school systems. A

' team to evaluate a program in a small city may be quite capable of produc-
¢

\ing a viable report, while the same team in a larger city may be inadequate

- for the task.

Another major problem for state wide evaluation of CETA/vocational
education, special education, and vocational rei'[;abillitation linkages is the
very diversity of "the regulations and overlap of responsibilities inﬂdiffer-

ent languages. The potential for a state-wide system to overcome these

R [
problems and address the variance in local systems on a fair and equitable




basis is not great. Such a 'state-wide system- is also likely to have the

problem of emphasizing prorjess issues over ‘ubsétantive program issues of

service delivery.

‘\

Local evaluation efforts are likely to be more meaningful and accept-

.

able to all the agencies involved if agreement can be reached on an evalua-

-~

tion method emphasizing the individual service plan. Emphasis in this area

by the four agencies will increase the efficiency of program evaluation.

14
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STRATEGIES AND INFORMATION SOURCES FOR LOCAL AND STATE
LEVEL PROGRAM EVALUATION

Given that each agency will accept a program evaluation based\ on the
individual service plan, the formulation of a :)tate-wide evaluation system
should be able to be developed. TheCinfornation source would be the

vocational training agency, regardless of the federal mandate under which

. A
it operates. Such information as it relates to individual service plans’

could be éollected which would form the basis for making judgments about

the program. The following is a list of ‘suggested types of info\rmation

which could be collected: "

1. Number of successéj.nl completers from®a specific
training program (auto repair, commercial art, and
others).

]

2. Number of successful completers from a specific:
training program by handicapping condition.

3. Cost per client -of training.

4. Number of successful completers who remain in
employment by handicapping condition. .

5. Number of applicants who were not served due to
space and other limitations.

6. Number of s{udent/clients whe failed to achieve
their individual service plan. .-

7. Number of student/clients who were re-assessed.

~
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As this type of information is gathered at the local ar\md state I'evels,
it can provide a basis on which to make decisions for program options
which are successful an.d' nst successfu[. ﬁrhis can then form the basis on
which to mfake decisions on establishment ofﬂ additio'n‘al tralning sites.

\\ The ability to provide training ser?icés ?nd evaluatye them effec_tiv:aly
can only happén when tpe four indepéndént agencies agree that they want
this to happen. Issues of turfdor; anfi bureaucracies impede’ effective
evaluation from the standpoint of:thé system é§ a-whole. Linkages are
necessary and profitable for the siudent/client. However, for evaluations
to be acceptable to all a;'gencie's and used for common purposes, they must
have support, and mutual elemgnts‘whiéh aré capable of analysis.

State-wide ,ana|y@is must be based on local evaluationJ and control,
with common elements of the evaluation being prescrib?d by the state.
State-wide evaluations conducted by the state are not feasible based on the

v . e 3]

divergence of regulatory authority and tljle cost of implementing a’r:easop-

able and effective evaluation system.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR STATE LEVEL POLICIES
‘'ON PROGRAM EVALUATION

Al
.

Program'evalhation in the complex structure of th’e four independent
service areas of CETA, vocational education, specfal education, and voca-’l
. . o
tional rehabilitation can be accoIani‘sQed by obtaining _jnformation from the
Individual S’%ice Plan of each agency. The recomjnéndations for, state

level policies of program evaluation include: .

. o

7

1. State level interagency agreements need to be continued and
. - ; ‘

1

refined. ) L _ )

PRI
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2. State level Interagency agreements need to involve more

regional and local office personnel at ‘the deveiopmental stage. .

[

£ A
3. State level interagency agreements need to address the speci-

fics of evaluations and how such evaluations will be used to
o

determine future program development. .o

4., State agencies need to foster linkages between programs at
the local Ie\_/el, even if agreements have not been formalized

. at the state level.

~

5. State agencies should produce.a combined policy statement on -

program evaluation which transcends each agency's own needs
[}

for evaluation.

]

" 6. CETA/vocational education, special education, and vocational

_rehabilitation linkagés must be supported where possible in

-

any combination.

v

State agen_ci'es are aware of the need for agreement and mutual coor-

. »

dinatjon,/ What is needed now is implementation of linkages to take advan-
tage .of dwindliing fiscal resources in the face of increased demands for
\ ‘ )

servjces.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGE IN FEDERAL
rPROGRAM EVALU_ATION REQUIREMENTS

Federal program evaluation requirements are aimed at a ‘number of

concerns which relate tokinonitoring of federal funds for programs as well

-
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as sofhe quality issues. 7’nphasis on federz program evaluation require- .

—

ments must -be re-focused onh the quality issues of service delivéry at the

local level. The main problt;m of linkages between the agencies discussed
here is the diversity of thetl\tab'f'slation and the regulations E)t'omulgated to
enforce the tegislation. Federal rulemakers should estapli'sh' common defini-
tions, procedures, and due br:oces‘s concerns which all agencies could
rfolulow. This would allow the state agencies to have a common method of
dealing with service delivery issues which would not emphasize such- diver-
éent requirém‘ents. State agencies -have been responsi.ve to federal direc-
tion for;' coordinating servLices. The constraints they 1"ace,f however,
emanate from the very 'source of the direction to g:oordinate their efforts.
It 'makes good sense for the fedgral nulemakers to come upl with coordin-
ated‘reglulationvs which have two major parts: (1) a part .which addresses
common definit;ons, procedures, and due “process concerns t"\at would
apply to CETA/ vocational education, special ,edu‘cation‘, ‘an;:l vocational
rehabilitation linlfage programs and would be\"ghe same for each agency«

had v

and (2) a part which could address a necessarily different focus, such as,
ages of those to be serve‘g, financial flow, specialized services, and target
priority populations. ‘

If such a system can evéntually be implemented it would simplify the
evaluation of programs which are linked together. Su;h programs will
continue to functi;n even without a coordinated movement at the national *

level. However, “assistance from the fedeﬂal rulemakers would help facili-

". tate linkages and effective program delivery. - -

[ad
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Program Improvement and Research Needs of CETA ' | -

Vocational Educat:on Specual Education, and Vocational Rehabnlntatlon

Gregor\y Wurzburg; Director
0 ) . . Operational-Research and Policy.
Youthwork, Inc. ' -

The November 1980 Presidential and Congressional elections produced
what, at least for now, ns belng interpreted as an unequivocal shift in
pubhc sentiment favoring a more constrained federal government presence.
On a more subtle level, some are also interpreting the elections as a man-

N date for restricting tlne role that public policy might play in reducing
poverty and in assuming a role of helping those individuals wl':o because of

physical and emotiqnal disabilities, have difficulty, becoming economically

self-sufficient. These trends, together with earlier state and focal mea-

sures restricting taxes (and spending), have a discouraging \effect on

human resource development programs and . institutions. W\

The programs are not as demonstrably effective as pther kinds of

’

government interventions, and many have only a narrow political constit-
uency'. Even the best human Service program§ have difficulty in defini-v
titv.ely demonstrating effectiveness—because of the multjtude of nonprogram
factors influencing program participants. Moreover, some programe by
desig'n, serve only a small'spectrum of the population. in t':he end, both

of ‘these' attributes make the programs more politically,'-vulnerable.

LY

However, human resource development policy makers, admmlstrators,
\1
and line practitioners should resist_ttie ’eemptatlon/to‘\let the current crises’
s \
1 dictate longer term agendas. Over the last few years, a number of priori- -

ties have been emerging in the human resource development field. The
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priorities which have reflected cumulative development--progress--based on

general experience, evaluations, a'nd&:;‘gsearch. This paper suggests first,
what some of the research priorities in the human resource development
area should-_r_t_cg be, and then goes into suggesting' the kind of res'earch
and evaluation agenda that should occt:lr:, and what shape further program

development should take.

PRETEXT: AND PURPOSE: THE DANGER OF "POLICY RELEVANCE"

There has been a quiet revolution in the evaluation research commun-

A4

ity's prevailing attitude about how belpful evaluators should be to users,
whether they are national policymakers or classroom instructors. Much of

the energy that went into a pursuit of methodological rigor has been

-diverted by a growing wiliingness to make reasonable compromises for the

i

sake of making. evaluations timely and responsive to particular questions

that decision makers may have. This change in thinking is due in part to

the recognition that even the most rigorous evaluations add only marginally

to the understanding and knowledge of decisionmakers. Either teal-life

ha§ confounded sophisticated methodologies, produc!ng ambiguouwsult‘s‘,
or rigorous approaches have produced definitive findings-~that only con-
firmed conventional wisdom. But evaluation also has been forced out of
the ivory tower by the need for a market. Too many evaluations have
wound up "on the shelf" for the e.valx_.eﬂg,n community to be able to afford
to keep distance, avoid cor%n\étion, and prevent interactioﬁ between
themselves and those who are evaluated, However, as evaluators recognize
the need to make their work relevant, those who evaluate human resource
development programs, or reqdest that i'; be done, should begin recogniz-

ing a new constraint on their work. After spending years trying to
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cult/i)vate‘an audience among policymakers, those responsible for evaluation
must now recognize when evaluation is likely. to be a useless exercise.

As long as national policymakers are confident they have a mandate to
curtail the role of the federal government, and the role of government in
éeneral in providing human service programs, no amount of evaluations will
change that thinking. Unléss their confidence in the mandatewchanges or
they see voters changing their minds, human resource development pro-
grams are a low priority. Moreover, evaluations will not appreciably
change public perceptions. Therefore, Eo the extent those politicians view
the last elect.ion as a public rejection of the increasing role that govern-
ment hj:s taken in providing human services, whether that perception is

correct or not, no amount of objective evidence, no matter how convincing,

will change the minds of those in the position to make and implement

policy. That would require them, for their own political safety, to con* "~
vince the public that the programs are working, and try to mold public
opinion rather than responding.to it.

.

Ih this climate, CETA, vocational education, special education, and

»

‘ vocat'i.onal (ret)abilitation policymakers cannot succumb to the temptation to
devote evaluations and research resources to ‘documenting.the worth of
their progr‘a;ns. Rather, those ‘resources need t6 go ihto answering more
basic and practical questions, suéh as: who benefits most from job train-
ing, what can high schools.best teach and what can postsecond;ry voca-
tionél institutions best teach, or hov: can sheltered workshops be managed
in such a way as'to protect the workers ln them as well as to maximize
workers' potential? - ‘

\ " These kinds of evaluatiéns ignore the question that is frequently

asked todaS/: Do programs work? However, the answer is currently

-
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unimportant for ‘policymakers. Rega dléss of "the issue, policymakers want

government to limit its role. . The real quéstion is not "Do programs work?"
The real question }s "Do we want the federal government ir;volved in these
programs, no matter how good the.y are?" If the current federal policies
of reallocating federal dollars without regard to 'evidence of cost-
effectiveness are an/ indication, it is apparent that even the most compel-:
ling plece of research or evaluative evidence would change nothing.

Regardless of what becomes of the federalvrole, however, there will '
be human resource development agencies very much_in need Bf guidance.
However, their questions will not be !v_r_t_alﬁ should be done, or whether'it
should be. done, but how it should be done. b '

The need for evaluétion and research then, is_ a need ’co-provid'é . Y ﬁ
- guidance on Iimproving existing programs and fine-tuning recent ‘new ‘

———imitiativesT ‘—Fhis means ?greater“.tsr:ientat'ron to the needs of practitioners — - - - -

and program clients tf‘-emselves.

WHAT IMPROVEMENTS NEED TO BE MADE?. -

The prospects for lean fiscal resources over the next few years
'provide perhaps the most compelling $incentive for adapting new ideas in
the hopes of improvil:mg the various activities in pl’ace. Change may be -a
paradoxical pr;scription when retren;:hment seems to be the order of the
day. But amidst 'the attack under which many public institutions find .,
th:amselves, the ability to change may be the only virtue standing between
Io;g term survival and extinction.

Fortunately, although resource constraints may limit the extent of
certain changes, policymakers and practitioners allke do not suffer from a
shortage of ideas for innovation. ‘The Youth Employment and Demonstra-
tion Proj(’ect Act of 1977 (;/EDPA’ was enac.:.ted ‘'to authorize a range of
¥
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employment and training related programs for young adults. S;:me pro-

grams were intended for youth typically-served under the compreh.ens'ive o
Employment and Trainifig Act, by vocational 'education, special eduéation,

or évaen vocational réhabilitation. Taken together, the various activities -
under YEDPA were intended to test different appraaches to meeting the
employability needs of young people. In fact, YEDPA has become a water-
shed for experimé@ts, deménstrations, and other evaluation and research
findings that have implications for all aspects of human resource devel'o‘ﬁ;
ment programs, for both youths and adults. There have been evalt:ations
and research in other non-employment relateci areas, albeit on a smaller
scale, particularly efforts to evaluate vocational education. However, the
YEDPA research and evaluations deserve special examination because of

e
their cross-institutional implications.

Joint Programming

YEDPA did not introduce the idea of joint programmi;ﬁg to the human
service delivery arena. Ihdeed, collaboration among institutions serving
similar client groups, or providing related services, has been encouraged
under federal emp\loyment and training, national ed'uE:ation, compensatory
education, and "rehabilitation Iegislation as a means for providing more
comprehensive services and reducir;g tpe cost of needless duplication._ As
worthy a goal as joint programming maZL be, it has been achieved rar
Collaboration has flourished in certain eommunities, but as the product of
local good will and initiative. Where :chat has been lacking, the time and
communication needed to make it effectlive has sometimes not made the

effort worthwhile. Turf battles. have erupted over questioned authority

over joint programs, divergent laws, regulations, and goals under which

different institutions operate.

“
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Under YEDPA, however, both the employment and training institutions
and the educational institutions were encouraged and paid to support joint

programming. YEDPA required that a minimum fixed portion’ of all locaf

aollariﬁbe spent under the terms of agreements negotiated between local
schools and the CETA sponsors.

The YEDPA joint programming mandate made sense since the schools
(vocational education anq__p;blic education alike) and the employment and
training institutions served youth. - Both, in one form or another,‘ coVﬁi-
buted to their employability.- However, there were ba;rriers. Pla;'mihg and
budget cycles were not synchronized. There were disagreements jover
what kinds of program experience deserved academic credit, -apd what were
appropriate staff qualifications. The impediments and\ benefits of joint

programming have become readily apparent. Where joint programming has

worked, it has produced more comprehensive services for the’ y9ung adults
being served, created better articulation betweer; educationzm?’ employ-‘
ment, reduced drop out rates, contributed to the creafcion of effective
alternatives to traditional education, and produced changes in the way in
‘which the'la[:ger student body population in traditional schools has been
served.

If the- human resource development community is to capitalize on the

YEDPA experience, collaboratiy‘e’!"actio'n should proceed along three lines.

First, research is needed to help~establish readily usable criteria for

-

.

determining whether joint programming would be useful. As helpful as the
YEDPA experience with collaboration has been,'there is enough anecdotal
evid.ence to indicate that collaboration among institutions in certain settings
is not needed. Administrators need to be able to make an informed judg-

.

ment in advance about whether it would be appropriate for them.




Second, in the cases where collaboration seems appropriate, institu-
tions need both guidance and support from higher authorities in négotiat-
ing joint programming arrangements. The barriers to joint progra.mming”
are well documented. What is not so well documented is how those obsta-
cles can be circumvented. Indeed, there‘is ample evidence that certain
imﬁdimenfs'themselves’ hold the solutions. The U.S. Congress, for ex-
ample, could improve prospects immediately by adopting multi-year funding
for CETA just as it has for ‘education programs. State education agencies
could settle local .debates over academic credit for alternative educational

experience by posing some responsible options. But in other cast such'

as differences over staff credentials, more serious thought is needed

before remedies can be developed.

New Services vs. Reallocation of Existing Services

A matter very much raated to the issue 01: joint programming is the
question of how service coinbines change with joint programming, or other
"program improvements." Program changes can take two forms. One is to
reallocate existing services by changing the access that different sub-
groups in the populations have to those servfces. The second is to create
new k—inds of services, which may then be allocated according to rules
governing allocation of pre-existing services.

Reallocation of existing services has been one form of change favored
by what have been traditionally seen as antipoverty programs. Federal
employment and training‘legislation and fedreal tuition support measures
have sought to reduce poverty by increasing the access of the poor to the
kind of job training skills and educational opportunities already available to ‘
others who can afford them. The rationale has been that access to job

.
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training and education will increase employability and earning power.

_Another assumption has been that poverty, and not a lack of readiness is

the barrier to access. '

The second kind of change, creation of new kinds of services, rests
on a different set of assumptions. Programs targeted for this kind of
change are focused on providing services different from what is usi.lally
availatﬁez\ and to the particular needs of the population served. The
needs go beyond simple economic criteria. Vocational rehabilitation and
compensatory education prograns both recognize that all the access. in the
world will not help certain individuals because they have needs more acute
than and different from most others, or at least from those.whom '"main-
stream@stitutions can serve. j\

[N

Program ‘changes do not and sihould no?)always fall neatly into one'
k.ind of change or the other‘. But the dichotomy. between 'the reallocation
of existing services and the creation of new serv{ces is a useful concept
for assessing program improvements, and it suggests criteria for judging
the usefulness of collaborative arrangements 'in particular. The two objec-
tives are not necessarily mutually exclusive. However, when both are
present, there is a danger of conflict. The two objectives can guide the
way proposed im@rovements are made by forcing decision m;kers to more
fully consider what the proposed changes are intended to accomplish, and)
reducing the dimensions for consideration down to two.

Human resour’-development programs,*have attempted tq\both in-
crease access and to provide the extra services needed by some individ-
uals. Even an environmgnt of fiscal restraint does not require.giving one
objectlve a higher  priority over the other. Howe\‘/er, good manag‘e.ment,

social equity, and economic efficiency will be better served to the extent

¥

154 15




RS S ae e

program improvements, no matter what else they do, also increase access

or provide new needed services.

WHAT DO THE CLIENTS THINK?

One of the distin?tions made between good/s,a@rvices produced in
the private and public sector of the Ameridan economy is the fact that
they must pass a market test in one :ector but not the other. The dis-
tinction makes good rhetoric, but is not enFirer true if we do not want it
to be. In the private sector, the buyer is the consumer. In the public
sector, the buyer is the taxpayer, and not nécessarily the consumer. In
any event, the consumer is almost certainly getting more than he pays for
as a taxpayer, and is therefore not in the position to provide a true
economic marketf by det\grmining "whether he is .willing to give up
r:esources equal . the cos.t'of public s'ervicesa to’r‘eceivé thos;a services.

While the economic market test may not be relevant for tes‘tmg the
suitability of certain human resource development services, that daoes not
mean that there shoul& not be .a test of "consumer c,jémand.". for those
services, oar'md it certainly does not méan there c_a;m be a test. It does
mean, however, that if those ‘responsible for mgking policy and delivering
services in the 'fields‘of\gﬁployment and training, vocational éducation,
special education, and vbcational rehabilitation are really interested in
meeting 'the needs of their clients, they should pay more attention to what

S
their clients are actually looking for and need. This requires that those
responsible for providing human resource development services pay more
attention to what the recipients of those services have to say abo‘ui the
services. - It also requires tha't recipients of those services be allowed to

.

pléy a r_ole closer to the cc?/ner in the private market, the role of
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evaluator. -This does not mean that servic'q recipients' preferénces pre-
empt=taxpayers' preferences in deciding how much andﬁhat kind of ser-
vices should be provided. It does mean,: however, that the vié‘ws of
reci;;ients need to be incorporated into the ongoing processvby which
services are designed, developed, and evaluated.

Involving clients i an active role is a'aifficult tas.k, but it certainly
is not unattainable. To be done right, two kinds of changes neec; to take
place. First, there has to be receptivity in the human res'ource develop-
ment &ommuriity to an active client role. Second, effective vehicles need

to be developed-for client involvement in the service design, development,

and evaluation process. “

One problem in achlevmg greater client involvement is the chicken-
and-the-egg dilemma. There is some resistance among human resource '
devlelopment professionals to gi}/ﬁ’clle‘nts too large a say in what service ..

A \

they receive.: Some of this is W{1atural bureaucratic self-interest, and. a
de5|re to preserve the mystique of profesSmnaIlsm--an instinct not unlque
to the human service field. However, at least part of the resistance to
greater c\lient involvement is a healthy skepticism about whether effective
vehicles for clients- involvement exist, or whether clients e\;en want to be
involved. The dilemma then, is which comes first, a more receptive atti-
tude on the part of professionals to a greater client say in what happens,
or some proven models of client invo&verﬁent. In all Iikelihood,.greater
client involvemént will require an interactive process’ of simultaneously
changing attitudes, and trial and error with different ‘models.

Although the Department of “Labor's Youth Programs which b;agan i:w

1977, may not immediately change attitudes among service delivery profes-

sionals, they at least provide ideas for determining what form effective

~
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models for client involvement might take. Private, non-profit intermedi-

aries that have managed some of the u.s. Depar;tm;ant of Labor's demon-
stration‘ programs  have .found _some workable ap]::r"claaches .toi‘giving young
adults a role that is more thdn, as simply the/l;‘ecip‘ienf? of services.
YouthWork, Inc. has found useful models for ianIven“lentl in " work and .
education programs, and in cgr.tain enterprise programs. The Corporation
for Youth Enterprises has also worked c&:‘n modéls for iincreasirig the deci-

sion making role of young persons. Ideas based on the experiences of

o
these intermediaries, all documented by the Department of Labor, can at

least suggest models that could be adopied and work in othe@in\gs{.

ENHANCING THE INVOLVEMENT OF ADVISORY COUNCILS

LY

Genuine’prog’ram improvements ‘do not rest on greater client involve-
ment alone. . If, to paraphrase a popular piece of rhetoric, "human re-

source development policy is too“important to be left to the human resource
develoment experts," thep simply ir‘fcreasing‘ the say of clit;_‘nts is not
enough‘ to reach truly optimal service combinations and delivery strategies.
Broader involvement, like that suggested in the various, fgderal mandates
for advisory councils, fnay also be helpful. However, fine-tuning, if not ,
complete overhaul of the advisory council concept is needed. ?
The various\ state and local advisory cauncils presently required
under law must establish c;pen-ended mechanisms for participation by a:
range of institutions and the public at large in making policy for féd;arally
funded human resource development programs. The record of these varied
advisory councils is mixed. They range from being activist bodies filling
power vacuums in the established bureaucracies, to ceremonial rubber-
stamps. In-between are councils that have achieved good working relation-

ships with ongoing institutions, and serve in useful advisory capacities.
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There , are others that are little more than clearinghouses for serving a °

u

multitude of self-interests. ) ) .

.

»

Obviously, any attempts to make improvements in the. advisory pro-
cess must balance the need for.more careful prescription ‘tt.1an curr:ant
mandates pr9vide, tolerance’ of 'vaniat‘igns in " local ;:onditions, 'and in the
‘invo.lvement of various parties; al:md flexibilit;/ to adapt fzdvisory council
mandates to differing: situations: The difficulties of balanced brescription,
not Withstanding, greater attention needs to be given ta (1) who should be
advisiné, (2) what kinds. of decisions they should be advising on, and (3)
how explicit financa and implicit ins/iitutio.nal or turf cpnf‘licts' of interest
migbt be handled,. without turning the advisory process itself into an
issue. It is inevitable tﬁa} any federal or state brogram im‘posing. locat
responsibilities across the' béard is not goin‘g to be capable‘of fully gchiev_—
(')ing its objectives in every cbm_munit?. This impliesLthat federa'l and state

prescriptions on advisory councils (or any other program specificiation,” for

that matter) be fashioned to permit some failures, which are ineWtable.

" To prevent failure requires a level of prescription which inhibits creative

. LN . . . X
adaptation, achieves a.mediocre nopm, and ultimately still does not g:,iaran-

. o O
tee against failure. . - \

CONCLUSIONS T /

The human resource development community is under its severest
attackﬁ since government, first entered into the business. The questions
being posed now, especially at the national level, differ ‘from past com-
plaints about inefficiency, fraud, or abuse, by a;sking Wt;ether government
has any re;ponsibiifty for persons who camnot make it on their own. The,

remedies invited by past complaints were to improve client eligibility deter-

mination or assessment. ‘The remedy Zim‘p‘liec] by the tone and content of
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today's criticisms is the dismantlement of many human resdurge'de(/elopment

.

/

¢

programs.

v

while fiscal cutbacks are a fact of life for employment and tra\:ining,,

vocational educdtion, special education, and vocational rehabilitation in the

-

near f@iture, it is necessary to avoid a retfenchment mentality. Continued

change is negdéd to fine-tune policy and imﬁrove management of programs

in these areas. There_is little that
make themselves "politicaly acceptable"” under the concé_p't of government

that pervades national policy offices today. . If that thinking persists, ‘the

o *

ams in ‘these fields can do to

long .prosfiects for human resource development policy is bleak. The -

operating premise for improvemen’t now should be that (1) ratioRale and

/ . '
Jommon sense actions will eventually prevail and affirm a legitimate govern-

ment mandate to provide a‘\full range of human ser\fice_s, and (2) research,

evaluation, and program improvement,ef“forts should be focused on provid-
. ;
ing quality services. '

)
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. EPILOGUE

’

Linkages between CETA/Vocational Education, Special Education, and

chational' Rehabilitation are becoming more important. - Effective service

delivery for special needs lea}ners is dependent upon the coordination of |
. ) resoL'Jrces and effo;‘ts between and among these agencies. In additi'on, the

authors. have substaritiated the need for and advantages of effecti\<e CETA/

Vacational Educatlon, Special Educatlon, and Vocational Rehabilitation Link-
\ .
ages. Further, several issues were |dent|f|ed that pertain to linkages and

«

varioys recommendations were suggested: ) -

-

Sev;aral i’ss‘ues and recommendations were discussed by Dr. Johnson
relative to legislative issu'es éoncerning CETA/Vocational Eduqation, Special
Education, and .Vo_g:a'tional' Rehabilitation linkages. , These issues and r,'ecom-
‘mendaﬁons included:

A National- Emplbyment Policy should be clearly articu-
lated before "the reauthorization of the Vocational
ducation Act and the Comprehensive Employment and
aining Act. It should form the canceptual frame-
wgrk uppn which employment, preparation legisiation is
deVéloped. The policy should be based on a thorough
review of current and projected needs of the business
and industry sector; youth'and adult workers (includ-
\ ing the handicapped and -disadvantaged); and federal
labor, education, and training legislation and regula-
tions; and the stgengths and weaknesses of current
work preparation prfograms. Relatnonshnps and respon- .
sibilities, among local state and federal governments ‘e
and the private sector with respect to labor .force
preparation should also be carefullyﬂexammed

More emphasis needs to be focused on the local, state,
and federal levels in updating work preparation per-
sonnel and curricula, exploring low cost learning
"environment alternatives, exploring altérnatives Tfor
equipment» upgradlng and modernization in vocational
facilities, “and .creating stronger links with business
and industry. .n addition increased attention should
be focused on those occupations in which technology
. has or is changmg the nature of Lobs for which train-

ing is being’ prow{ai
161
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e - |If retained as separate programs, the Vocational Educa-
tion Act and the Comprehensive Employment and Train-
- ,ing Act should be funded on the same budget cycles.
¢
o If the presént Vocational Education, Special Education,
Rehabilitation, and Employment and Training legislation
continue: to function . under separate jurisdictional
authorities, the following recommendations are sug-
gested: reexamine the philosophies and premises of
each program based on future needs, communicate
relevant ideas and directions for the. future, give more
i focus to the needs of adult learners as displaced
' : workers, allow greater flexibility for state and local
governmental agencies, create standard definitions for
subpopulations, expand reseachnd development and
dissemination networks, update cupational curricula
and personnel, continue to increase efforts in occupa- .
- ' tional forecasting, increase incentives to state and
local agencies . to respond to new initiatives in the T
- occupational clusters in their locales, significantly .
increase incentives for ‘collaboration with the private
. sector,, and increase the provisions for supportive
services to those most in need. .

In terms of State Planning for Lin'ka’ges, Dr.. Hull, et al. suggested
that the following major issues should be further addressed:

. Barriers to linkages need to be removed; these bar-

’ Y riers may include fears of agencies, lack of communica- -
. tion, and environmental factors.
° Incentives to linkages should be used; such as outside

. . influence; prevailingf atmosphere, and Self-interest. -

] Barrier removing  strategies need to be included in
state planning for linkages; such as; "If unable to
resolve an issue that is critical. to the success of
coordination, do not move ahead until it is resolved,

" There is almost never a reason tQ expect that resolu-
tion will become easier in the future B .
/

° Advisory councils should be used for establishing

ongoing linkages. . , .
r . \'
] Linkages need to be written into state plans.

*

Regarding fundmg, D. Dunn cited several nssues 'that need resolutlon

* and provided recommendatlons for future policy. They |nclude

-
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e _The Departments of Education and Labor should de-
. velop interagency agreements and identify the common-
alities, roles, and responsibilities of wvocational '
AR - education, special education, vocational rehabilitation,
‘and CETA. ’

e Vocational education, special education, rehabilitation, -
and CETA should have common regulations (e.g.,
missions, plans, and reporting requirements). Co

° Staté level mwWti-purpose councils should  be created
and have the fuqction of coordinating services, foster-
ing coopération, Wnd: making the most use of categori~

s cal federal funds. %vc ]
o The federal government shoul ‘\ onsider muiti-year

funding to promote stability of:programs.

° Local funding allocations should be determined~ by
using factors that reflect long-term client needs-rather
than short-term labor market conditions.

"
.

.

+ Individualized planning and \coordination has ,become an essential

- \ - - ’ » ’ -
.component in providing comprehensive services to all sp!cnal needs popu-

-

lations. Dr. Ganzglass offered several suggestions related to individual-
ized planning and coordination. ; . . )
. v ~ ) ,

) Staff development, networking, and exchange policies
within agencies should be given high priority if per-
sonnel are to assume expanded roles in providing
individudlized instruction and services to various client
populations.

>

. New methods such as computerization of available
community -resources, automation - of participant or
‘student record keeping systems, and computer-assisted
guidance and instruction need to be developed for
applying modern technology to make individualized f
planning, client tracking, and program flexibility fea-
sible and cost-effective.

° Further: investigation needs to be done in the area of
developing competency-based assessment and instruc-
tional programs, particularly related to employability
skill development. .

° Agencies should develop interagency” agreements to
facilitate the sharing of g&ient information.
" :
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] Agencies should define collaboratively, their roles and
responsibilitiss, for serving different client populations.

The preparation and retraining of CETA, vocational education, special
\

education, and rehabilitation personnel is;egarded by many people in the .
fneld to be the most important factor in delivering approprlate Jnstruction

and services to handicapped youth and adults. Dr. Brown and Mr. Kayser

¢

.cited several jssues and recommendations for personnel development.
‘® Althoygh there are increased initiatives and resources,
many ' $ervice agencies and jnstitutions resist change
an not plan for change.

° Interagency cooperation efforts will require changes ‘in
) policies, roles, competency levels, and attitudes of all
agency staff* and could be facilitated through inservice
or preservice training programs at colleges and univer-
smes . s . .
® . The legislation govérning vocational education, special
education, vocational r‘ehabllltatlon, CETA and other
private and‘ public agencu‘s pr‘esent barriers to coop-
eration. -
° Various differences among agencies inhibit cooperation
and include:. planning and funding cycles, start-up
times, procurement systems, accounting, monitoring
/ and evaluation, priorities, pay structures and tenure,
and scope of target population.

° Collegess and universities need to develop training
programs for inservice and preservice personnel di-
rected _at examining the basic service components of
each of these agencies. .

® Higher education institutions must use exi g pro-
grams efﬂcnently while not overburdenlng faculty’ and

- staff with major demands in new subject areas or the
accommodation of large numbers of new enrollees.

° There is a limited availability of personnel trained in
. all four disgipline areas since appropriate programs as
well as qualified instructors are lacking.

® A course(s) may need to be mandated at the state
level for licensure, . and/or within each ¢ollege or
university to complete ‘programs for certification.




< \
° The twelve competencies in the model presented and
- discussed must be possessed by at least one member of

) ‘
the team. B ]
e, The model provides' a basis for communication among g
agencies.. . ‘ .
{
e There is a need for stability and continuous availabil-
ity of services withih given agencies.
N »

] Interagency efforts typically represent a small but
critical component of each of the four agencies' respon-
sibilities and services. ' -

° Agencies must take action toward change since person-
nel development will continue to be, the major factor
impacting future interagency efforts to serve special

N needs groups. - /

° There 'needs to be more focus on need: for an dnter-
agency model on planning, monitoring, and evaluation.

] Legislation is too fragmented and inconsistent among.
the four groups to be linked. % -
° Future legislation should focus on prior success in

each of the four agencies and build upon successes
when placing additional emphasis on the training of
. personnel who possess overlapping and complementary
-, competencies, thus facilitating individual and coordin- -
ated services on a continuous and hopefully improved
basis.

With respect to program evaluation in CETA/vocational education, s

special édu’catio‘n, and vocational rehabilitation linkages, Dr. Korn reviewed

numerous problems and issues and offered. several recommendations which

1

included:
' »
' o Eyaluation of CETA/vocational education, special educa-
tion, and vocational rehabilitation linkage programs is
> inhibited by legislative and regulatory diversity.
. Evaluation of linked programs can be accomplished by

using the agencies' service plan achievements as a -
common denominator for program evaluation.
) State agencies need to involve regional and local
. agency personnel in linkage agreement developments if
effective assistance in evaluating linked programs is to

be accomplished. A °

« »
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, /
e Thete needs to be coordination at the federal level if
linked programs are to effectively attain their goals.

&

L]

. :rhe‘existiﬁg federal legislation provides funds which are designed for

the purpose of improving present programs through research and develop-

ment, curriculum development, personnel training, and dissemination activi-

. A
ties. Dr. Wurzburg discussed several considerations for program
improvement.
®  Research is needed to assist in establishing usable
criteria for assessmg whether joint programmlng would ‘
be useful. : ) .
- e Local agencies need both guidance and support from
- state and federal personnel in developing interagency

cooperation and agreements. . ' ;
. The reallocation of existing services and the creation
of new services are two useful ways in which program

improvement can be facilitated, and criteria need to be '
established for judging the usefulness of collaborative
arrangements.

] Clients need to ve an active role in program and
service delivery and this can occur -if the human
resourées community is receptive to ‘an active client
srole; and there must be effective vehicles for client
involvement in the service design, development and
evaluation pryess )

. Incr-eased client involvement will probaly require both J
changing .agency attitudes and the use of wvarious .
proven models of client involvement.

° Advisory councils need to bécome more involved in the
program improvement process, however, more attention
needs to be focused on who should be advising, what

. kinds of decisions they should be advising on, and
.how explicit financial and implicit institutional  turf
conflicts of interest might be dealt with.

"

] Continued change is needed fo improve policy and the _ |
management of programs in employment and training, ' |
vocational education, special education, and vocational, |

) rehabilitation.
— . Ve
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The identified issues and functional recommendations  will hopefully ,
provide information that will assist in devéloping CETA/Vocational Educa-
tion, Special Education, and Vocational Rehabilitation Linkages.w
issues cannot be considered an exhaustive list. However, the issues and
recommendations provide considerations’ for plannind,' implementing, ,and

) b
evaluating CETA/Vocational Education,. Special Education, ﬁd Vocational

Rehabilitation Linkages.




